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ABSTRACT
This research was designed to investigate whether there
are any significant relationships between the individual's
educational and professional backgrounds and the 1985
Florida Master Teacher Program.

This study included

information collected on 2,245 (72%) respondents out of
3,390 teachers who were selected as meritorious in
Florida's 1985 program.
Two instruments were used in data collection.

One was

the set of Frame Factor Data which was obtained from the
Merit Teachers' Summative Observation forms.
Factor Data included:

The Frame

method of classroom presentation,

number of students in the observed classes, number of
students in upper and lower academic quartiles, number of
students in lower socioeconomic quartile, number of
students with a learning disability, the grade level of the
class, and the teachers' total number of years of teaching
experience.

The second instrument was a questionnaire ·

developed to obtain demographic data from merit teachers.
This questionnaire which was sent to all merit teachers,
and it solicited the following information:

the

respondent's degree, the individual teaching certificate,

professional association membership, enrollment in a
college course related to their professional duties, date
of birth,

total~ears

of teaching experience in Florida,

and total years of experience at the same school, grade
level, arid subject area.
The data obtained were analyzed using two procedures:
(1} difference of proportions (two-tailed test) on those
responses which could be answered by a simple "yes" or "no"
response, and (2) chi-square goodness of fit on all
multiple response items.

The 0.05 level of significance

was used with both statistical procedures.
S~gnif

icant items incl11ded the number of teachers who:

graduated from a Florida teacher education program, were
certified in more than one field or area, taught in a
single field or area, were members of professional
teachers' association, and had teaching experience only in
Florida.

Other significant items included:

number of

students in the class, total number of years of teaching
experience, number of years teaching the same grade or
subject area, the grade level of the students, number of
students in the upper quartile academically, and the
teacher's classroom presentation method.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In 1983, Governor Bob Graham and the Florida
Legislature began establishing and clarifying a statewide
Merit Teacher Program for public education.

It was a very

timely issue for not only was there a resurgence of
interest in this topic nationally, as evidenced by the
establishment of a "Merit Pay Task Force" by the United
States House of Representatives Committee on Education and
Labor, but there was also a multitude of coverage on this
issue in newspapers and other media.

Many states have

tried various forms of merit pay programs for education,
and seemingly just about all have failed in some aspect of .
their plan.

As with most of the programs throughout the

country, this mandated program of Florida's brought about
tremendous controversy over exactly what "characteristics"
contribute to an individual being a merit teacher.

An

abundance of these characteristics of good teaching have
been identified; however, a major question to be answered
is whether there are significant educational and

professional .experiences that can help develop some of
these characteristics.
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If educators can learn from the observed behaviors of
those who have been classified as merit teachers, it could
help them develop some successful behaviors for themselves.
The knowledge gained from studying those behaviors could
enhance the future of the state's merit teacher/career
ladder program.

A study of those behaviors could also help

in the decision-making processes, by the Legislature, in
the program's evolution.

In 1985, Florida identified 3,390

educators as having qualities and characteristics deemed
meritorious.

In studying certain educational and

professional backgrounds of those merit teachers, it can be
determined if there are significant relationships between
those backgrounds and the Florida Merit Teacher Program.
When each teacher who applied for the Merit Teacher
Program had his/her classroom observation, . data were
collected about specific classroom characteristics.
these characteristics were:

Among

type of classroom setting,

subject area observed, method of instructional
presentations, number of students in the upper and lower
academic quartiles, number of students in the lower
socioeconomic status, number of students with a learning
· disa~ility ,

grade level observed, total number of students

in the class, and the teacher's total number of years of
teaching experience.

This information was reported along
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with the classroom summative observation, and sent to the
University of South Florida to tabulate.

Not only is this

information important for this study, but it also contains
data that could prove significant in future research of
Merit Teacher Programs.·
Some specific data about each teacher's educational and
professional background might help in researching specific
characteristics that · lend themselves to enhancing an
individual's chance of becoming a merit teacher.
the information needed would be:

Some of

college background,

professional association membership, whether or not the
teacher was awarded "bonus points" under the guidelines of
the program, certification information, grade level
experience, subject area experience, date of birth, and
recency of college-level·, professional in-service.
It would seem important to collect data on these
various educational and professional variables and report
on their significant relationship to the Merit Teacher
Program.

A study of these significant variables can be

used to help educators and potential educators nourish
certain behaviors that could strengthen their chances of
. becoming merit teachers.

Even with the modification of the

Florida Legislature toward the "Career Ladder Program,"
identifying these same behaviors may enhance the future of
the Florida teaching profession.

4

Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to survey, analyze, and
compare various aspects of the educational and professional
backgrounds of the 1985 Florida merit teachers.

This study

was based upon a questionnaire dealing with the merit
teachers' educational backgrounds and preparations, as well
as some of their professional experiences.

Information was

obtained from the Frame Factor portion of their actual
classroom observations.

The Frame Factor Data included:

method of classroom presentation, type of classroom
setting, general academic make-up of the class, subject
area classification, and number of total years of teaching
experience.
Hypotheses
This study examined and compared the differing
educational and professional backgrounds, along with some
of the actual classroom observation conditions, of all of
the nearly 3,400 recipients of Florida's merit teacher
status.

The null hypotheses was used to assume that there

is rio significant relationship between the Frame Factor
variables and the questionnaire variables.

To reject the

null hypotheses, a significance level of 0.05 was needed to
be obtained.
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The following null hypotheses were tested in this
study:
1.

There is no significant difference in the number of
Florida merit teachers who graduated from an
approved teacher education program within a Florida
9ollege or university, as opposed to those who did
not.

2.

There is no significant difference in the number of
Florida merit teachers, based upon their membership
in a professional educators' association, as
opposed to non-membership

3.

~n

an association.

There is no significant difference in the number of
Florida merit teachers who are certified in more
than one area or field, when compared to those who
are certified in a single area.

4.

There is no significant difference in the number of
Florida merit teachers who taught in more than one
area or grade level, compared to those who taught
in just one area or grade level.

5.

There is no significant difference in the number of
Florida merit teachers, based on whether or not
they were recommended, by their principal, to
receive "bonus points" as prescribed by the Merit
Program.
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6.

There is no significant relationship between
Florida merit teachers and the method of classroom
presentation.

Significance of the Study
During the last several years in the state of Florida,
the issue of merit pay for teachers has once again become
controversial.

Since the program for merit pay ratings was

mandated by the legislature in 1983, many questions and
doubts have surfaced regarding the significant factors that.
contribute to someone being classified as · a merit teacher.
These .same questions exist with the legislated change from
the Merit Teacher Plan to the Career Ladder Program.

The

issues of varying class sizes, type of class (academic
versus basic), instructional
forth, still

~emain

pre~entation

method, and so

a question to the teachers as to

whether or not they are a determining factor in the
selection process.
Various factors were considered by the legislature in
the development of the Florida Merit Program; for example,
the number of years of teaching experience, the grade level
taught, subject area taught, method of lesson presentation,
number of students with a learning disability, number of
socioeconomi~

disadvantaged students taught, and number of

students in the upper and lower academic quartiles.

It
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seemed important to study the statistics gathered by these
quantifiers to see if any significant relationships existed
among them.

By mailing a survey to those teachers who

received merit status, other information was collected
regarding their educational and professional backgrounds.
Data collected included:

whether they graduated from an

approved teacher education program in the state of Florida,
how many years they had taught at the same facility,
whether they were certified in more than one field or grade
level, and whether or not they had received "bonus points"
from their principals as prescribed by the merit program.
The results of the first year of the Florida Merit
Teacher Program have been compiled, and some potentially
significant data were available for analysis.

Some common

elements seemed to emerge from the Frame Factor information
which were compiled on each of the merit teacher's
observation forms involving the particular classes
observed, and from a questionnaire dealing with the
educational and

profes~ional

backgrounds of the teachers.

The most important questions to be answered are:

Which, i f

any, of these common factors are significant, and what can
teachers learn from these significant factors in trying to
obtain merit teacher characteristics for themselves?
study focused on the significance of those areas.

This

The

results of the information from the Frame Factors and the
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questionnaire will be helpful in several ways:

to help

evolve Florida's Merit Teacher (Career Ladder} Program, to
help other teachers and prospective teachers learn some of
the characteristics that lend themselves to this
professional success, and to help educational planners in
designing staff development activities for the improvement
of teachers in these areas.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following
definitions will be utilized to clarify terminology:
Merit Pay--Refers to any salary schedule for the
classroom teacher, whatever its plan of recognizing
position, experience, and preparation may be, if it either
authorizes or specifies salaries above the regular schedule
to reward teachers who have been judged to be rendering
superior · service (Schneider, 1983, p. 2}.
Multiple Certification--Refers to any Florida Teaching
Certificate with more than one area, or grade-level
classification, marked as being qualified.
Professional Teachers' Association Membership--Refers
to any affiliation with a Florida Professional Teachers'
Organization, either the FEA/AFT or the FTP/NEA.
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Merit Teacher--Refers to any teacher in the state of
Florida who successfully scored at or above the seventyfifth percentile on the appropriate subject-level exam and
scored at or above the seventy-fifth percentile on the
Florida Performance Measurement System's Summative
Observations.
Bonus Points--Refers to those points that a merit
teacher candidate could have been recommended to receive,
by their principal, on the Additional-Evaluation-Points
Instrument (MT-21).
Florida Teacher Education Graduates--Refers to those
individuals who have either a baccalaureate or postbaccalaureate degree earned from an approved teacher
education program in a Florida college or university.
Grade Level Classification--Refers to either the
elementary (K-6), the middle (6-8), the junior high (7-9),
the high (9-12), or the secondary (7-12) grade-level
classification noted on the Florida Teaching Certificate.
Limitations of the Study
The scope of this st11dy dealt solely with the nearly
3,400 recipients of the 1985 Florida merit teacher award,
for the purpose of comparing and

a~alyzing

several of the

common educational and professional backgrounds, which have
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previously been described, along with the Frame Factor
. information involving specific data from their observed
classes.
Assumptions
The questionnaire used in this study to collect
information about · the teachers• professional and
educational backgrounds is a simple, straightforward device
to gather nominal data.
confidential~ty,

With the stated assurance of

which the questionnaire contained, it is

assumed that the merit teacher recipients responded to the
questions . openly and honestly.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The issues of merit pay, career ladders and
differentiated staffing for public school teachers have
inundated the profession.

This most recent topic of salary

restructuring for the professional educators has reached
its apex within the last several years.

Although merit pay

programs have been tried many times in various parts of the
country throughout this century, the concept appears to
have gained nationwide attention presently.

Politicians

and policy-makers seemingly have endorsed the theory that,
reforming salary-incentives for

tea~hers

will provide the

needed initiatives to advance educational excellence.
Salary remuneration programs for teachers can be traced
back to the beginning of the twentieth century.

A merit

pay plan for elementary and secondary teachers was
developed by J. M. Greenwood in Kansas City, Missouri, in
1904 and reported a year later in an article in the

Educational Review (Guernsey, 1986).

According to the

Educational Research Service (ERS), the first "formal"
merit pay plan for teachers was created in Newton,
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Massachusetts, as early as 1908.

By 1920, merit pay was

the preferred system of compensation in the majority of the
larger school systems in the United States.

It was

preferred, according to one researcher, because it allowed
school systems to pay men more than women and white
teachers more than black teachers (Cramer, 1983).
In the past, some school boards

e~ployed

merit pay

plans as a backhanded method of dealing with incompetent
teachers; they hid behind these plans to mete out
retribution or cut budgets.

Other school boards even used

merit pay plans to perpetrate in secret what they knew
otherwise would be seen as blatant discrimination.

As a

cover for nefarious doings, merit pay seems doomed

~o

failure (Only You Can Kill Merit Pay

1983).

for · ~eachers,

As evidenced through the review of past merit pay plans,
when used for some purpose other than compensatory reward
for the superior teachers, merit pay does · not appear to
have a positive success rate.

Knowing this history

o~

misuse, it is also no wonder that the terms merit pay,
differentiated staffing, and career ladders cause
educational associations to become, at best, suspect.
Even though most salary-incentive programs have not
been successful in education, Florida still wants to
attempt this "new and innovative" approach.

Why, once

again, return to a topic that seems to have left a bitter
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taste in educators' mouths?

There are some very

identifiable factors that appear to have prompted this
resurgence of merit pay and career ladders.
(1985), in

a

Robert Hanes

recent article in Educational Leadership,

pointed out the

follow~ng ~hree

dominant factors:

evidence

from the National Educat1on Association that a shortfall
has developed in the humber of college graduates entering
the education profession, a lack of new teachers available
to fill the positions created by g!owth and retirement, and
evidence from studies by Phil Schlechty (1985) and others
that suggest that college graduates entering the teaching
profession are not of the same .high quality as in the past,
as the most pressing needs for

sa~ary

reform.

Albert

Shanker (1986), President of the American Federation of
Teachers, has commented on the necessity for incentive
reform and the impending teacher shortage:
Within the next six years, through normal retirement
and attrition, over 50 percent of all of you (teachers)
and all of your colleagues will no longer be teaching.
Keep in mind, that even with no reduction in class size
or work load, we will need 1.1 million new teachers in
the next seven years.
That means 23 percent of each
college graduate class must enter teaching, if the
demand is to be met.
(p. 10)
Several Gallop Polls suggest that the decline of
student test scores and student achievement, in the past
decade, as possible symptoms of a weakening profession.
addition to the tremendous need for teachers in the near

In
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future, and the apparent decline of students' standardized
test scores, other significant reasons can be support for
the resurgence of interest in salary-incentive programs.
For example, Fenwick English (1985} suggests the teaching
profession desperately needs restructuring to recognize,
advance, retain, and utilize its most talented
practitioners.
Many studies, surveys, questionnaires, and pools have
been conducted on the concept of merit pay for teachers.
Notably, a nationwide survey which was

~

statistically

representative sample of teachers in the United States was
conducted by the American School Board Journal.

In 1983,

62.7% of teachers responding agree that teachers should be
paid according to how well they perform in the classroom.
Among survey resp?ndents, 61.5% of NEA members, 62.1% of
AFT members, and 76.4% of non-union teachers favored merit
pay (Rist, 1983}.

A 1983 Newsweek poll of the general

populace in the United States indicated that 80% of those
surveyed were in favor of merit pay for teachers (Only You
Can Kill Merit Pay For Teachers, 1983}.

According to a

survey conducted by the Gallup Organization, 66% of those
interviewed favored the idea that teachers should be paid
on the basis of how well they teach rather than the number
of years of teaching experience (Jordan & Barkow, 1983}.
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In 1984, the 16th Annual Gallup Poll reported that in the
general population of those interviewed who had heard or
read of merit pay plans, 65% approved of the idea of merit
pay, while only 22% opposed it.

As evidenced in these

sample surveys, a large majority of the general

populatio~, 

as well as a clear majority of professional educators, seem ·
to favor the concept of higher pay for superior classroom
performance.
In the Spring of 1983, there were no statewide plans
paying teachers on the basis of

perform~nce.

As early as

1985, however, only 20 states had developed incentive plans
for development and implementation.

As many as a dozen

other states are "actively .. considering the idea of
performance-based incentives for teachers {Cornett & Weeks,
1985).

What prompted this apparent mood swing in the

United States?

There appears to be several occurrences

that brought about national attention.

While addressing a

college commencement exercise at Seton Hall University in
1983, President Ronald Reagan stated, "Teachers should be
paid and promoted on the basis of their merit and
competence."

He went on to say that, " ... we have no

business using hard-earned tax dollars to reward
incompetence and mediocrity" {Robinson, 1983, pp. 12-13).
The Reagan Administration, whose main education concerns
previously had been limited to support of tuition tax
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credits for private schools, abolishment of the Department
of Education and dedication to reinstatement of school
prayer, suddenly discovered it had a political issue.
Political strategists in the administration leaped at an
issue that pitted concerned parents against giant teacher
uniqns {whose leaders traditionally support Democrats).
This strategy placed the president on the side of vast
popular opinion.

According to Yale University President A.

Bartlett Giamatti, merit pay was a tailor-made political
issue (Cramer, 1983).
While President Reagan's address was one incident that
brought about national attention, a second notable
occurrence was a 1983 report issued by the National
Commission on Excellence in Education.

This report

summarized that salaries for the teaching profession should
be increased, professionally competitive, market sensitive,
and performance based.

Salary, promotion, tenure and

retention decisions should be tied to an effective
evaluation system that includes peer review so that
superior teachers can be rewarded, average teachers
encouraged and poor teachers either improved or terminated
(A

National Risk, 1983}.
The United States House of Representatives appointed a

Merit Pay Task Force Committee.

This committee's report

was quite general in nature; however, the committee seemed
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to agree that one of the essential ingredients for superior
education is a talented, dedicated teacher.

Questions

about quality education, however, should not be solely
focused on the teacher.

One of the major conclusions of

the study indicated the importance of developing merit pay
programs, but that such programs were just a portion of
successful educational reform which, by themselves, would
not lead to educational excellence (Perkins, 1983).
In addition to the events of national importance
mentioned, three prominent state
impact on merit pay in 1983.

organi~ations

had an

At the annual meeting of the

Education Commission of the States, merit pay and salary
incentive programs for teachers were a main topic.

The

Southern Regional Education Board Task Force recommended
the establishment of financial incentives to reward and
motivate talented teachers.

In addition to these state

organizations, the National Governor's Association
developed plans to attract and retain quality teachers
through "career ladders.
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Although the Governor's

Association suggested the concepts, they did not have a
"blueprint" for implementation (Walton, 1983).
Along with the support for merit pay incentives and
career ladder programs, some authorities have directed
criticism toward the standard, fixed-salary plans.

Most

proponents of educational salary incentives would argue
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that pay should be based on productivity and performance as
opposed to length of service and/or level of degree.
Maryse Eymonerie (1980), the associate secretary and
director of research in the Washington office of the
Academe Journal states:
In my opinion a fixed scale with automatic increases
and standard maximum for each rank is subject to
criticism on two major grounds:
The first is that it
does not afford any degree of staffing flexibility.
An
institution may have on its faculty individuals who
have done nothing to warrant promotion.
It is
questionable whether automatic increases of the same
magnitude to all individuals without regard to
individual differences represents the most effective
use of institutional funds or an ar~angement most
equitable to all individuals.
The second is simply
that promotions will tend to become automatic after a
predetermined period of time, regardless of
performance.
(pp. 118"-119)
It is quite evident that· salary incentive planning and
implementation have become a major

~ssue

in national,

educational reform, and will continue to accumulate
support.

The following review of literature will include:

defining merit pay, the history of merit pay in Florida,
the evaluation of Florida's career ladder from merit pay,
and aspects of successful merit pay programs in other
areas.
Defining Merit Pay
Throughout the nation,

incentive-type pay plans seem to

fall into several distinct types of categories:
career ladders,

merit pay,

incentive plans, and differentiated
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staffing are the most common.

However, programs that some

school districts call differentiated staffing are referred
to as career ladders in other districts.

While many people

.

refer to the

Charlo~te-Mecklenburg

.

plan as a career ladder,

the people who helped develop . the system call the plan a
teacher-career development

prog~am

because it is based on

in-service training for professional improvement.

Florida

originally defined its Master Teacher Program, known as the
Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program, as a
form of merit pay; but because so many of the plan's
characteristics were conductive to a career ladder
structure, has changed its thrust and . format to a careeroriented approach.

Under the new law, tbe Raymond B.

Steward Career Achievement

Pro~ram

Act of 1986, the

Professional Teacher Career Development Council was created
with specific duties to oversee the program's
implementation (Career· Achievement Program Act, 1986)
The definition of merit pay varies almost as much as
the individual plans among school systems differ.

While

reviewing related literature on this topic, the following
descriptions have been discovered.

Many have similar

tendencies or themes, yet each differs by some aspect.

In

an article written for The Journal of Teacher Education
(Davis, 1957), merit pay schedules were defined as:

any

salary schedule for classroom teachers that specifies some
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remuneration above the regular schedule to be awarded for
superior

service~~

_ _ In May of 1983, the American School

Board Journal conducted a survey on merit pay, basing its
questions on the idea that merit pay is a monetary stipend
or salary increase paid for superior performance, as
determined by a classroom performance evaluation (Rist,
1983) .

The earliest concept and definition of merit pay found
in the literature reviewed was one given by J. M. Greenwood

in a 1905 article written for Educational Review entitled,
An Experience in Helping Teachers Professionally.
Greenwood stated:
The real problem ... was to devise some tests by which
most progressive and efficient teachers could be taken
out and put into a class by themselves and be paid
according to their temper towards the children, their
disposition to improve continuously, and the character
of their work measured by proper educational values.
(p.

464)

This program called for an annual salary increase
contingent upon successful completion of yearly
examinations.

Teachers participated voluntarily in the

merit pay system and were required to increase their
competence by developing their knowledge of the history,
philosophy and the theory and practice of education.

The

Kansas City School Board declared this plan a success, due
to the fact that it inspired the participants to pursue a
college education (Guernsey, 1986).
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In 1974, Naftaly Glassman stated:
sense, merit pay

me~ns

"In the purest

that teachers are paid according to

the quality of their teaching.

11

He does not, however,

specify how or to what degree this "quality" can be
measured.

Some of the recent merit pay studies yield

similar concepts.

Merit salary increases are defined as

different salary raises based solely on the quality of a
person's performance.

The problem becomes one of

accurately rating performance (Mcintyre, 1984).

David

Cotten and Richard Murname (1986} are a little more
specific in an article written for the Harvard Ed11cational
Review which suggests that,

"~erit

pay is a compensation

scheme that bases a teacher's reward for performance which
is measured by gains in student test scores or by a

supervisor's evaluation of the teacher's performance in the
classroom."
The cornerstone of a well-designed merit pay system is
the concept that there is a correct salary for every
employee, such a program must be both externally
competitive and internally equitable, reflecting level of
responsibility, experience and individual performance
(Brinks, 1980}.

Orange County, Virginia Public School

System has established a two-tier pay for performance
project.

It is a career-ladder type of program which

rewards teachers not only for outstanding teacher
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performance in the classroom, but whose second tier also
rewards competent --teachers
who try to become exemplary
through staff development participation.

Therefore,

educators are monetarily encouraged to attend staff
development programs which will improve their teaching
skills (Edwards & English, 1986).
Some systems do not use just monetary rewards and
incentives.

Conte and Mason's (1972) report to the New

Jersey State Department of Education, regarding problems
and alternatives to merit pay, states that,

11

•••

in many

cases non-financial incentives can be most effective for
securing maximum production and results."

The Park City,

Utah, School District has a career-ladder design which
provides for pay and positioning based on performance and a
differentiation of responsibilities.

They have some

innovative incentives or rewards which do not include just
money.

They use improvement of existing "teaching tools

and equipment," added support personnel and community
recognition as portions of a comprehensive program
(Peterson, 1985) . ·
After studying the various definitions of merit pay by
~any

different authorities, for the purpose of this

research, the concept of merit pay is based on an article
by F. Schneider (1983) entitled Merit Pay for Teachers.
Schneider defined merit pay as any salary schedule for the
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classroom teacher, whatever its plan of recognizing
position, experience and preparation may be; if it either
authorizes or specifies salaries above the regular schedule
to reward teachers who have been judged to be rendering
superior service.

This definition lends itself to the

flexibility and movement of Florida's Master Teacher
concept to the Career Development Program which evolved.
The Historical Perspectives of Merit Pay in Florida
By comparison, the state of Florida does not have a
long history of teacher merit pay plans.

There have been a

few individual school districts which had developed local
plans, most in the 1950s and 60s.

Also, there was one

statewide thr11st at career incentives in the late 1950s and
early 60s {Robinson, 1979).
From available data, only eight counties in the state
of Florida show records of teacher salary incentives.

One

is still in existence in Osceola County; however, this plan
is more of a staff-development incentive than a reward for
meritorious performance.

Bradford, Dade, St. Lucie, Santa

Rosa, and Taylor counties all had teacher merit pay plans
that lasted for less than five years; most existed for only
one or two years.

Hillsborough County's merit program

ended in 1979 after 14 years, and Highlands County's merit
program lasted for 20 years, until 1970 (Robinson, 1979).
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The Osceola County program has been in existence for nearly
10 years and specifies
incentives for teacher participation
-- in staff development, in-service workshops and graduate
work at universities.

These incentives are awarded in $250

increments up to a total of $1,000 annually.

This stipend

remains in effect for 10 years and can be renewed.
In 1957, the Florida Legislature passed a merit pay
program for teachers called the Career Increment Plan.

In

1961, the program became known as the State Competence
Awards for Teachers, which provided monetary bonuses for
teachers who passed the National Teachers Examination
(NTE).

This program was ended after six years in 1963

because of teacher recruitment problems and increased
teacher turnover throughout the state (Whitworth, 1970).
According to Love (1970), Florida's merit program was one
of 10 statewide plans throughout the country that was
attempted during the 25 years preceding 1970.
In 1983, the Florida Legislature enacted into law a twopart merit compensation program.

These programs were to

produce salary incentives for Florida's teachers.

One plan

was to be monitored and collectively bargained at the local
level.

This program, called the

Di~trict

Quality

Instruction Program, was negotiated in nearly one-half of
Florida's 67 school districts.

Established to increase the

specific students' performance, this program provided
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salary incentives to the instructional personnel at these
"quality schools."

The other half of the legislation was

entitled the Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel
Program.

The purpose of this program was to recognize

superior ability within the teaching profession and to
provide incentives for those superior teachers to continue
working in public instruction in Florida (Florida Quality
Instruction, 1984).
The Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program was
designed for voluntary participation and. focused on a
career-ladder type concept for four stages:

beginning

teacher, regular teacher, associate master teacher, and
master teacher.

Salary incentives differentiated between

steps two and ·three, and between steps three and four.
program itself became quite controversial.

The

To be eligible,

teachers had to score above the 75th percentile on a
subject area test (or hold a master's degree if they taught
in a field where no subject area examination existed).
Another area of controversy was the evaluation process
which received constant criticism.
Participation in career-ladder programs throughout the
nation has been greater than expected consi~ering the
massive amount of controversy that it has generated.

In

Florida, over 25,000 (apprpximately 60% of those eligible)
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teachers applied for Associate Master Teacher status
(Cornett & Weeks, 1985).
The Florida Master Teacher Program, determined nearly
3,400 teachers who received the Associate Master Teacher
status and $3,000 annual bonus.

The original funding by

the legislature provided for up to 6,000 teachers to
receive these funds.

The program came under heavy fire

from both of the state teacher associations, as well as the
leaders in the state legislature.

"Itrs a real mess," says

Ruth· Holmes, President of the Florida Teaching Profession
"We've said for years that for any

(NEA affiliate).

(master teacher) program to work, you have to have some
definition of what constitutes excellence.
mea~urement

Your

instruments have to be viable and valid; the

program must be ad.m inistratively feasible and f11nded so
that all who meet the criteria can benefit; and the program
must not discriminate against anyone.

The current program

in Florida meets none of those requirements" (Betchkal,
1985

I

PP.

12-14).

To be eligible for the bonuses that were predetermined,
teachers had to score above 75% on two performance
measures:

classroom performance evaluation and written

tests in their subject areas.
were tabulated,

But when the final results

just over half of the expected number of

teachers qualified.

One of the driving forces behind the
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criticism of a plan like Florida's is that only a
relatively small -· proportion
of teachers are to be
.. -rewarded.

In its first year, 90% of the persons eligible

to qualify were not selected through the process (Cornett &
Weeks, 1985) .
The program had many good points, but was pieced
together too hastily.

The 1985 legislature made provisions

for a revamped plan and set aside funding with the
provision that the governor and the chairmen of the state
legislature's

appr~priations'

committees reached agreement

on the changes.
From Merit Pay to Career Ladder
The original Florida Merit Teacher program may have had
some very serious weaknesses if cons-i deration is given to
some of the past research on the topic.

Two of the key

areas for qualification were teacher evaluation and subject
area exams.

The instrument

~sed

for teacher evaluation was

the Florida Performance Measurement System {FPMS) which was
originally designed for observations in Florida's Beginning
Teacher Program, and generally was deemed as successful.
Neither of Florida's professional teachers' organizations
took part in the development of the evaluation instrument
and both seemed to q,1estion its validity.
Several studies from the mid-seventies point out what
may have been a problem with Florida's evaluation
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procedure.

Holzberg (1974) reported that if teachers feel

that the evaluation plan is reliable and objective, it will
work.

The only input any of Florida's teachers had with

the evaluation instrument was through in-service if they
were selected as a peer teacher in the Beginning Teacher
Program; and that did not deal with the instrument's
development.
criticized.

The evaluation instrument was highly
As a rule, some administrators and most

teachers were not familiar enough with what was measured
nor how it was scored.

Roy A. Edelfelt ·.(1985) cautions

planners for career-ladder programs about these two
issues:

(1) Have all "stockholders .. involved in the

decisions that affect them, and (2} Have the people
involved properly trained to carry out_the plan.

Neither

of these conditions seems to have been satisfied in
Florida's plan.

Teacher resistance to evaluation may be

reduced if they play a role in designing the instrument and
have a voice in how the procedure will be ·carried out (Pine
. &

Boy, 1975).

Young and Heichberger (1975) conducted a

survey of teachers on the use of evaluation instruments.
They found that 100% of those surveyed said they would want
to take part in developing evaluation instruments so they
would understand the criteria against which they would be
judged.
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Another problem with Florida's program was that the
basic design was
legislature.

for~ulated

by the governor and the

Many studies exist pointing out that programs

"developed at the top and filtered down" usually do not
succeed.

One of the most significant recommendations by

the National Commission on Excellence in Education was that
school boards, administrators and teachers should cooperate
to develop career ladders for teachers (Goldberg & Harvey,
1983).

Jerome Cramer (1983) pbints out that, "unless you

plan carefully and include your teacher corps in an
evaluation plan that it helps develop, your merit pay plan
is doomed to failure."

Florida teachers seem to support

this position.
Reports on the classroom observations, from the
Department of Certification in Tallahassee, showed vast
differences in the proportions of teachers in each district
reaching the upper quartile.

This caused great concern and

again provided new opportunities to subject the program to
criticism.

According to Cornett and Weeks (1985),

officials inside the program development said that these
differences in proportions were the result of several
factors.

Teachers volunteered to participate in the

program.

Some districts encouraged teachers to apply,

others did not.

Some districts provided intensive training

efforts for their teachers, giving them an advantage.

Some
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teachers were told in advance when they would be observed,
others were not.
Feeling that they were on the right track, the governor
and the legislature met with teacher association
officials.

-

They were adamant in their desire to reward

teaching excellence.

If they could iron out some of the

problems of the original program, make some adjustments
with teacher input, they were sure that they could salvage
the concept of merit incentives (Betchkal, 1985).
What evolved was Florida Statutes 231.5335, known as
the Raymond B. Steward Career Achievement Program Act.

The

intent of the: act was cited right in the Bill:
The Legislature recognized that attracting and
retaining superior teachers is essential in order to
improve the overall quality of instruction in the
public schools in Florida. The Legislature further
recognizes that the goal of attracting and retaining
superior teachers may best be achieved by providing
career opportunities and economic and other incentives
for public school teachers to achieve excellence.
To
this end, it is the intent of the legislature that a
comprehensive competency-based career achievement
program be established for implementation in the state.
The new program called for the . composite evaluation of
t~ree

instruments: · the performance evaluation, the

supervisor's evaluation and the peer teacher's evaluation.
An important aspect is that all three instruments are
developed and normed at the school district level (they
must be approved by the DOE), which gives the· desired input
in their evaluation instrument.

31

Each individual school district is authorized to adopt
and submit a proposal for implementation beginning with the
1987-88 school year.

The development and adoption of this

proposal are subject to the provisions of Chapter 447
(collective bargaining).

This program amendment seems to

have solved one of the teacher associations' major
complaints.
The four stages of the program are labeled:
teacher, Level I, Level II, and Level III.
is voluntary and teachers may remain

status if they so desire.

current

Participation

at "current teacher 11

To qualify for Level I, the

teacher must hold valid Florida teaching credentials and
meet the local school district's requirements for
employment.

At the end of the first year, the teacher must

document successful completion of the Beginning Teacher
Program or the State . Board of Education's Approved
Instructional Personnel Evaluation System.

The teacher

must remain at Level I for four years before he/she is
eligible to advance.
a~plicant

To qualify for Level II, the

must document a minimum score at the 40th

percentile on a subject area exam and a composite
evalriation (defined earlier) of at least the 50th
percentile (none of the three may be below the 40th
percentile).
term.

The Level II designation is for a three-year

However, the teacher must hold this status for a
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second three-year term to be eligible to advance to Level
III.

Out of

the · e~~!re

pool of applicants within the

district who meet the requirements on the subject level
exam, no more than 45% shall be designated Level II
teachers.

These Level II designees will receive an annual

incentive award.
shall:

To qualify for Level III, the applicant

successfully complete 6 years at Level II, have

earned a master's degree in the field they are teaching (or
complete 15 semester hours if they are teaching out of
field), document a score of 70% on the subject area test,
document a composite evaluation score of 90% {none of the
three may be below the 70th percentile).

This level is for

three years and may · be renewed by satisfactorily completing
all of the requirements at the end of each three-year
term.

Out of the entire pool of applicants within the

district, who meet the requirements in the subject level
exam, no more than 25% may be designated as Level III
teachers.

Both of the caps, on the percentage of

applicants who may be designated at the two advanced
levels, will be eliminated if the legislature raises $90
mi 11 ion in f11nding by J11l y 1, 1987.
This new program meets many of the concerns of the
teachers' associations:

local school districts' teachers

have input in the performance evaluation instrument, the
program can be bargained collectively, and teachers have a
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chance to be observed by their peers.

The degree of

success of this prog!am will be evaluated in the coming
years.

Many of the tenets of the previous merit teacher

program will be utilized.

Therefore, the results of this

study may be crucial in helping to make some very important
decisions about the new program.
This study involves the investigation of behaviors and
characteristics of teachers who have already earned
meritorious status in Florida in hopes that other teachers
and prospective teachers can learn from their behaviors,
enabling them to achieve success in Florida's Career
Achievement Program.
Aspects of Successful Merit Pay Programs
It appears that an inordinate amount of research has
been done on the characteristics or aspects of making merit
pay plans successful since there appears to be a lack of a
large number of successful programs on record.

Many of the

researchers agree on key aspects and a consensus of
elements can be derived.

The following pages contain what

many of the current researchers consider to be the major
components of successful merit pay programs.
The Iowa State Education Association listed the
following components of a successful Merit Pay Plan:
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1.

The individual m11st feel he/she is receiving a fair
and honest evaluation.

2.

The plan ~ci~f be continually evaluated, changed,
and improved.

3.

Initial evaluations should be done by the immediate
supervisor.

4.

There should be an appeals process.

5.

Employees should be aware of the content of their
evaluations
(Whitworth, 1970).

The overall concept of fairness seems to be one of the
most important points, as stated in the first component
above.

Several other researchers, as you· will see,

included that same idea.
pay works best where:

Most observers agree that merit

(1) the amount of money offered

provides a real incentive to improve performance;

(2) all

teachers in the system are eval11ated on the basis of agreedupon criteria; and .(3) evaluations are conducted with
fairness (Cramer, 1983).

In the same article, Cramer also

quotes Glen Robinson, President of Educational Research
Service, "the reasons many merit pay plans bite the d11st in
public schools is that the most important component of the
pl,ans--evaluation of teachers--has been weak or unfair."
Ruttan (1979) points out that:

(1) objectives should be

mutually-agreed upon between the employee and the
supervisor;

(2) as the merit process is better defined,

resistance to the plan will diminish; and (3) the
evaluation process must clearly be deemed as being fair.
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It appears that the research will substantiate the fact
that if the

employe~.~-

can feel at ease about the fairness

of the evaluation process, the plan will have a much
greater chance of success . . Sufficient evidence does exist
that a theme of fairness is deemed to be important.
In comparison to the components listed by the Iowa
Teacher's Association, the American Association of School
Administrators has listed its suggestions for successful
merit pay programs:
1.

At entry-level, salaries should be established at a
sufficiently high level to attract people from the
· top one-fourth of those choosing vocations
req11iring at least a bachelor • s degree.

2.

The plan must be sufficiently competitive to h9ld a
fully competent professional staff.

3.

The program should be open to all competent
professionals who desire to paTticipate.

4.

A range of 5 to 20% above the regular salaries
should be established for merit.

5.

Evaluations should be based on measurable
demonstrated ability.

6.

Sufficient political support is necessary to attain
the level of public funding needed (Tursman,
1983a).

Interestingly enough, where most of the teachers' guide
dealt with evaluations, the administrators' main concept
dealt with salary.
Murnane and Cohen (1986) performed an interesting study
for their report in the Harvard Educational Review.

First,
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they identified 115 school districts in the United States
that used merit pay in 1978, and then identified which of
these programs were

~n

existence five years later in 1983.

They determined that 47 districts still had programs in
effect.

.They studied seven of these districts based on the

criteria that:

(1) · the merit award was at least $1,000;

and (2) . the district served more than 10,000 students.

In

their findings, they reported these four characteristics:
1.

Teachers received extra pay for extra work, that is
work done outside of the classroom.

2.

Make everyone feel special, over 90% of the
teachers who participated received some sort of
reward, although the rewards varied in degree.

3.

Make merit pay inconspicuous. Make sure the plan
has a lo.w profile so as to downplay the
competitiveness.

4.

Legitimization through participation, that is the
more the teachers participate in the planning of
the program, the more legitimate it is perceived to
be (Murnane & Cohen, 1986).

This study, however, has several conflicting ideas when
compared with other research.

For example,. the concept of

rewarding 90%. of the total population of teachers to some
degree discounts the philosophy of rewarding the superior
teacher.

It is with certainty that you can conclude that

90% of teachers are not superior, and this action may
result in taking away some of the money available to give
higher incentives to those truly outstanding
professionals?

Secondly, making the merit program
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inconspicuous belies one of the main theories that
intrinsic rewards and_
public recognition are an important
-· - ..
part of merit plans.
Revisited, states:

Tursman's (1983b) article, Merit Pay
"For a merit pay plan to succeed it

cannot hurt morale and it must visibly distinguish the most
exceptional teachers."
Charles McKenna is the superintendent of the Ladue
(Missouri) School District and has had a merit pay program
for 20 years.

He lists these insights to success:

1.

Discuss your merit pay plan with administrators.

2.

Make sure the plan you develop does not penalize
some teachers.

3.

Train evaluators to measure teachers' effectiveness
on the basis of agreed-upon criteria.

4.

Make sure the school system's policies reflect the
role of principals as instruct~onal leaders and
personnel evaluators.

5.

Do not overlook the public relations aspect of the
merit pay program.

6.

Make sure the plan provides enough money to make it
attractive to teachers (Cramer, 1983b).

Administrators in the Midland, Texas, School District
give four reasons for their successful merit plan.
Teachers were involved in all phases of the process.

There

was no cap or limit to the number who could receive
incentives.

The salaries for beginning teachers were

already higher than surrounding districts.

And finally,
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evaluations were based on teacher-performance (Tursman,
1983b).
Most of the literature studied listed the financial
aspect as one of the most important . . Time and time again,
the concept of making merit awards lucrative.and meaningful
was highlighted.

French (1985) stated in his article about

the Tennessee Career Ladder, " ... the research on incentive
and merit pay clearly shows that the merit award must be
substantial to have a positive impact.

11

This concept was

echoed by the Delaware State Education Association in its
1984 response to the State's Career Development and
Accountability Plan where they maintained that for a . merit
pay system to be effective, an employee must be able

to ~

receive a significant amount of money.
Cramer (1983a, p .. 33) wrote an article for the American
School Board Journal., pointing out that most observers
agree that merit pay works best in school systems where the
amount of money offered provides a real incentive to
improve performance.
for success as being:

He went on to list two other criteria
eval11ations based on agreed-11pon

criteria, and evaluations being conducted fairly.

Many

educational researchers indicate that the trend toward
combining merit pay and master teacher programs (career
ladders) should significantly change the way teachers are
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compensated.

"In o.rde-r to s11cceed," writes Raze ( 1983),

"the new generation of incentive plans must
issues of:

~ddress

the

attractive base salaries for teachers, well-

defined evaluation procedures, adequate funding, staff
morale and public acceptance."

The ERIC Clearinghouse on

Educational Management (1981) published a report bringing
together several of the issues that continue to dominate
the debate over merit pay plans:
self-esteem,

prio~ity

evaluation, effect on

of intrinsic rewards, and dollar

motivation.
The following published reports, however, downplay the
significance of the monetary rewards, or at least do not
emphasize it any more than the other aspects that lead to
.'

success.

The American Institute for Research was employed

by the Temple City (California) School District to file a
comprehensive report on jts differentiated staffing/career
ladder program in 1973.

The study cited the following

successes:
1.

The program established shared decision making.

2.

Th~

3.

The plan

4.

It ga~e specific job descriptions to provide for
r.ole differentiation.

5.

It established an improved work climate (English,
1985a).

system provided adequate inservice training.
w~s

designed for the involvement of staff.

40

The National

E~ucational

Association specified some

criteria that any local plan must have to obtain the
Association's consent:
1.

The planners should consult with the local
teachers' union.

2.

The plan should not be intrinsically divisive.

3.

Training for evaluators should be available.

4.

Opportunities should not be limited to a small
percentage of teachers.

5.

The plan should provide a career ladder.

6.

The plan should not replace competitive salaries.

7.

Selection processes should be free from arbitrary
decisions.

8.

The plan should not remove the best teachers from
the classroom (Stimson, 1983).

Although both of the previous reports are comprehensive in
their own right, neither takes a strong stance on the issue
of salaries in their program design.
A task force of educational leaders on merit pay and
career ladders was formulated by the Association for
S11pervision and Curriculum Development ( ASCD).

They

published a report including two basic concepts for merit
pay type programs; salaries for all teachers must be
adequate and any plan

~hat

trades off salaries of the many

for salaries of the few is unacceptable, and any plan must
have

~he

support and involvement of those affected

(English, 1985b).
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Interestingly en0ugh, one of the earliest studies on
the principles or concepts of merit pay/career ladders · was
completed in 1963.

Long before becoming the United States

Secretary of Education, Terrel Bell proposed 20 measures
for assuring teacher acceptance of merit pay.

He based his

concepts on his experience as Superintendent of Schools in
Utah, and on a pilot study of five state-supported
programs.

Bell listed the following measures:

1.

Admit teachers to evaluation for merit pay only
through written application.

2.

Allow teachers to withdraw by written notice at any
time.

3.

Provide a base salary that is competitive.

4.

Provide merit stipends from revenue sources other
than those used for basic salaries.

5.

Set standards for eligibility before admitting
teachers for candidacy.

6.

Establish an objective system with trained
observers.

7.

Use a statistically valid method of relating
recorded data.

8.

Allow teachers to review their evaluations.

9.

Make merit pay decisions only after the teacher
reviews his/her file.

10.

Appoint one person to review the candidates' files
to compare data with established standards.

11. Encourage those who do not qualify to continue in a
program of improvement.
12. Establish an appeal board.

42

13. Use principals and supervisors as observers.

14. Emphasize free choice of participation.
15. Make no anno11ncements and p11blish no lists.

16. Use the same evaluation systems to observe all
teachers.
17. Allow for special considerations such as
overcrowding or poor facilities, which the teacher
cannot control.
18. Consider extra, out-of-class activities that the
teacher performs.
19. Recognize differences in personalities and needs
for recognition as well as extra pay.
20. Convey an effort to be objective, fair and honest
(Adkins , 19 8 3 ) .
Through the review of literattire, it can easily be seen
that many of these same principles surface in today's
research.
While the idea of merit pay may make sense to school
board members and legislators, implementing a successful
program requires a great deal of care and research.
Florida 1 s new plan seems to meet many of the aspects which
have been cited in the section of this literature review.
It is important to note that the Florida plan does allow
local districts annual revisions so that they can improve
their programs, with the advice of professional staff, to
meet their needs.
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Summary
The 15th Annual Gallup Poll {1983) of the public's
attitude toward education showed a two-to-one margin in the
number of people who favored the idea that teachers should
be paid on the basis of their work.

This survey was timely

with the other national reports relaying the concept of
paying teachers for obtaining upper-levels of competence,
not just upper-levels of seniority. The idea that effective
teachers are more valuable to the system than ineffective
teachers and deserve to be paid more for their services has
been examined and is being implemented in more than two
dozen states with another 10 or 12 on the threshold.
Specific details of successful programs were reviewed and
reported.

Florida' .s brief history of merit teacher

programs was highlighted with emphasis on the current
model, Career Achievement Program.
What has been common to almost every merit pay or
incentive-based plan is the attempt to identify those
qualities, characteristics or attrib.1 1tes of s11perior
teachers. · A study of some of the most common
characteristics and behaviors of those teachers already
deemed as meritorious, within the state of Florida,
hopefully will give insight to other aspiring candidates or
future teachers.

Even those teachers who do not choose to
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participate in the C.a reer Ladder Plan can use this
information for simple self-improvement.

Ultimately, a

merit pay plan should be judged on its ability to improve
and insure quality education of students.

CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This chapter contains the methods and procedures that
were used in conducting this study to determine the
relationships between the 1985 Florida Merit Teacher
Program and the individuals' educational and professional
backgrounds.

Two instruments were 11sed in collecting data

for this study.

First was the "Frame Factor" section of

the Florida Performance Measurement System (FPMS) Summative
Observation sheet for each merit teacher.

The second

instrument was a questionnaire relating to the educational
and professional background of each teacher.
S11bjects
The population for this study consisted of all of the
3,390 teachers in the state of Florida who were selected as
merit teachers during 1985.

The directory information,

containing the names, addresses, and social security
numbers for these teachers, was obtained through the
Department of Education.
Development of the Instruments
The "Frame Factor" information on the front of each of
the merit teacher's Summative

Obs~rvation

45

forms was
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developed by the

F!~~!da

Department of Education.

information that it contained consisted

of

the:

The
subject

area taught during the observation, length of the
observation, type of presentation used by the teacher
during the observation, percentage of st11dents in the
observed class who were in the upper or lower quartiles
academically, type of classroom, percentage of students in
the observed class who were in the lower socioeconomic
range, number of years of teaching experience the teacher
had, percentage of students in the observed class who had
some type of learning disability, and the grade level of
the observed class.

These 10 pieces of information were

collected on ea·c h of the observations (all ·teachers had at
least two plus an optional "appeal" process which resulted
in some teachers receiving three) for every merit teacher.
The other evaluation instrument used to collect data
was a questionnaire which related to the educational and
professional backgrounds of the 3,390 merit teachers.
~1estionnaire

consisted of a two-page instrument.

The

The

first page was a cover letter to each educator explaining
the intent of the q11estions and directions for ret11rning
the responses.

The survey itself consisted of 13 questions

relating to the teacher's backgro11nd.

The first eight

questions required either a "yes" or "nou response.

Four
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questions dealt

wi~b _ time

spans which required a fill-in-

the-blank response dealing with "number of years.

11

The

remaining question inquired about the teacher's date of
birth.

This second instrument was field tested in three

schools:

one elementary, one middle, and one high school.

The sample groups tested the instrument for clarity,
grammar, and punctuation.

Nearly 150 teachers participated

in this sample survey.
Data Collection
The information contained in the "Frame Factor"
instrument was completed by each individual observer during
the s11mmative classroom observations of
teachers.

th~

merit

Upon written request from the Department of

Education, this information was then obtained from the
University of South Florida where each of the Summative
Observation forms was sent.

The data were loaded on a

magnetic tape and sent to the University of Central Florida
for analysis.
The second instrument, the questionnaire relating to
the teacher's background, was mailed to all of the 3,390
merit teachers in the state of Florida with a stamped,
r~turn

envelope enclosed.

A total of 2,445 usable surveys

were returned, yielding a response rate in excess of 72%.
These responses were compiled and recorded.

The
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information

fr~m

t~~se

two instr11ments were merged together

using the teacher's social security number.
Design
The population selected for this study was the entire
group of 3,390 individuals who were designated in 1985 as
the Florida Merit Teachers.

This group of teachers

represents all of the 67 school districts in the state.
This population also represents every level of educational
organization:

early childhood and elementary, middle/

junior, high school and postsecondary.
The study itself was conducted during the Spring of
1986 after · all of the classroom observations and requests

for re-evaluations were completed.

This permitted every

teacher who earned the merit teacher status, under the
provisions of the existing law, a chance to participate in
this study.
Data Analysis
Both instruments provided mostly nominal data for
statistical analysis.

The first instrument was the "Frame

Factor•• information containing 10 items . which analyzed the
characteristics of the class being observed (class size,
method of presentation, n11mber of st11dents in the upper and
lower academic quartiles, type of classroom, etc.).

The
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second instrument was a 13-item questionnaire which
pertained to the teacher's professional and educational
background (teacher certification, teacher association
membership, college degree information, length of
in the profession, etc.).

~ervice

A computer file of information

from both instruments was constructed for computer
analysis.

Frequency tables were generated categorizing the

information into:

frequency, percentage, cumulative

frequency, and cumulative percentage.

Various descriptive

statistics were also generated.
The statistical procedures

~pplied

in the analysis of

the data were selected based on the hypothesis to be tested
and the specific nature of the data to be analyzed.
methods used in this study were:

The

{1) Difference in

proportions {two-tailed test) for the hypothesis dealing
with straight

11

yes" or "no 11 responses (only two

alternatives); and (2) Chi-square goodness-of-fit test for
the hypothesis that compared observed versus expected
frequencies for multiple responses.
To reject the null hypothesis, a significance level of
0.05 was needed.

Rejection of the null . hypothesis

illustrates that a significant difference among the groups
does exist.

If a null hypothesis was not rejected, no

statistical difference could be determined among the
gro11ps.

CHAPTER IV
. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Analysis of Questionnaire Returns
The questionnaire used for collecting data from
Florida's 1985 merit teachers was mailed to all 3,390
educators who had been awarded and recognized as achieving
meritorious teacher status.

The basic information

containing names, addresses, and social . security numbers
was obtained through the state of Florida 1 s Department of
Education.
Table 1 shows the number of questionnaires sent and
number of questionnaires that were returned.

These returns

represent 73.22% of all questionnaires that were
distributed.
TABLE 1
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE .
Number of
Questionnaires
Mailed
Merit Teachers

Number of
Questionnaires
Returned
2,482

3,390

Percentage
Rate
73.22

There were 37 questionnaires returned which were · judged
unusable.

These returns either had the identifying label
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torn off, or had

a _. ~.~_!tten

request enclosed stating that

they did not want their data used in this study.

Since

data from this questionnaire were utilized with the
corresponding Frame Factor information from the teacher's
actual Summative Observation Instr11ment, if the identifying
label (social security number) was torn off the
questionnaire, then it was judged unusable.
There were a total of 2,482 questionnaires returned,
among which 2,445 were judged usable for inclusion in this
study.

As shown in Table 2, the usable returns represented

98.51% of all q11estionnaires returned.

TABLE 2
RETURNED QUESTIONNAIRES WHICH WERE USABLE
Number of
Questionnaires
Returned
Merit Teachers

Number of
Questionnaires
Usable

2,482

2,445

Percentage
98.51

The fact that less than 2% of ret1.1rned q11estionnaires
were unacceptable appears to represent a significant
percentage of suitable responses.

As shown in Table 3, out

of 3,390 questionnaires that were distributed, 2,445 or
72.12% were judged usable.
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TABLE 3

USABLE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE

Number of
Questionnaires
Mailed
Merit Teachers

3,390

Number of Usable
Questionnaires
Returned

Percentage
72.12

2,445

Once the 2,445 usable questionnaires had the responses,
recorded,

it was observed that some information obtained

within the questionnaires was missing.

Areas included:

a

particular q11estion was left blank, or a response was given

which was not relevant to the question.

These statistics

are reported within the tables that present the individual

data on each question.
Background Data
The educational and professional background data of

2,445 merit teachers who responded to the questionnaire is
represented in Table 4.

This information includes whether

the individual graduated from an approved teacher education
program; was certified in more than one field;

taught in

more than one grade-level or subject area during the
academic year; observed in their certified field; held

membership in a professional teacher's organization;
recommended for "bonus points" 11nder the merit teacher

program; faculty member in a meritorious school, how
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recently have taken a _college-level course toward Florida
certificate renewal; length of time teaching at the same
school; date of birth, number of years of teaching
experience from outside the state of Florida; and length of
time teaching the same grade-level or subject area.

As

illustrated in Table 4, 2,094 or 85.8% of the respondents
obtained undergraduate degrees from an approved teacher
education program either within or outside the state of
Florida, and 1,842 teachers or 75.4% held advanced degrees
from Florida approved teacher education programs.
While 1,675 or 68.6% of teachers were certified in more
than one field or subject area, only 627 or 26.3% of merit
teachers actually taught in more than one area or grade
level.

Most teachers suspect it is an important employment

consideration to be certified in more than one field or
grade-level because of the diversity of student schedules
at the various school levels.

However,

only a small

percentage of merit teachers were assigned multi-level
assignments.

Fifty merit teachers, or 2% of the group who

responded, were observed in a grade or subject area in
which they were not certified.

Slightly more than five-

eighths of respondents, 1,550 teachers or 63.7%, were
members of professional teachers' organizations.
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Principals were a_!lowed to award up to lO extra "bonus"
points under the Merit Teacher Program.

Fifty-one percent

of respondents indicated they were recommended for these
bonus points.

Along - with the Merit Teacher Program, there

was a statewide program for merit schools.

runong the 2,445

merit teachers in this study, 422 or 17.7% were faculty
members of a school which had been designated as
meritorious.
While 26.1% of merit teachers were cu+rently enrolled
in a college or university course directly related to
updating their certificate, nearly 74.8% had taken such a
course within the last five years.

By contrast, less than

7% of teachers indicated it had been longer than 10 years
since they had

att~nded

such a course.

Information was collected regarding the individual
teacherrs longevity at a particular school, grade-level
(for elementary teachers) and subject area (for secondary
teachers).
their
had

More than 38.1% of educators were assigned to

cu~rent

school for less than five years and 71.1%

been at their current work site for less than 10

years.
teaching

Among the elementary teachers, 43.7% had been
t~e

same grade level for up to five years and

76.0% had been teaching the same grade level for up to 10
years.

Among the secondary teachers, 22.6% of merit
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teachers had been teaching the same subject area for up to
five years and 49.3% had been teaching the .same subject
area up to 10 years.
Another area of interest was the number of years of
teaching experience outside the state of Florida.

The

responses indicated that 60.6% of teachers have no
experience from outside the state and that another 28.3%
have from one to five years experience from outside the
state.

These data suggest that very few, . less than 12%, of

merit teachers have had more than five years of teaching
experience outside the state of Florida.
The purpose of the date of birth was to categorize
merit teachers by astrological signs and chronological
age.

The sign which had the greatest amount of merit

teachers was Virgo, with 10.0% born during that period.
The lowest representation was Taurus with 6.9% of merit
teachers being born under that sign.
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TABLE 4
BACKGROUND DATA
Background
Question

Response
Frequency

Response
Percentage

Cumulative
Percentage

1.
Did you graduate from
a college or university
approved teacher education Program with your
undergraduate degree?
-Yes, within the state
of Florida
-Yes, outside the state
of Florida
-No
-Missing data/blank
response

1,147

47.0

47.0

947
345

38.8
14.2

85.8
100.0

56.8

56.8

18.6

75.4

5.7
18.9

81.1
100.0

68.6
31.4

68.6
100.0

6

2.
Did you graduate from
a college or university
approved teacher education program with your
postbaccalaureats degree?
-Yes, within the state
1,388
of Florida
-Yes, outside the state
454
of Florida
-I have an advanced
degree, but not from an
approved teacher educatio~
140
program
-No advanced degree
462
-Missing data/blank
response
1
3.
Are you certified on
your Florida teaching
certificate·, in more than
one field or area?

1,675
-Yes
765
-No
5
-Missing data/blank response
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Table 4

(continue~)_

..

During the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, did you teach in more than one
field or subject area (in more than one grade level, if you
are an elementary school teacher)?
4.

-Yes

627
-No
1,759
-Missing data/blank response 59

26.3
73.7

26.3
100.0

5.
During the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, were you observed in the
area(s) in which you were certified?

-Yes
2,378
-No
50
-Missing data/blank response 17

97.9
2.1

97.9
100.0

6.
During · the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, were you a dues-paying member
of your local and state professional teachers 1~nion (AFT or
FEA)?
1,550
-Yes
885
-No
-Missipg data/blank response 10

63.7
36.3

63 . .7
100.0

7.
Did your principal recommend that you receive any bonus
points, as specified under the Merit Teacher Program for
additional points?

-Yes
1,107
-No
1,063
-Missing data/blank response 275

51.0
49.0

51.0
100.0

Were you a member of a faculty that was proclaimed to
be a meritorious school, last year?
8.

-Yes .
422
1005
-No
-School district did not
954
participate
-Missing data/blank response 64

17.7
42.2

17.7
59.9

40.1

100.0
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Table 4 (continued)
9. During the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, how many years had it
been since you have taken a college-level course (that is
any course taken from a state university or community
college) which directly relates to your teaching assignment
or certification requirements, to help renew your
professional, educational skills (if you were taking a
course during the 1984-1985 school year, enter a C for
currently)?
-currently enrolled
-1
-2
-3
-4

633
401
271
178
154
-5
171
-6
118
82
-7
-8
99
-9
48
-10
101
-more than 10
165
-missing data/blank response 24

26.1
16.6
11.2
7.4
6 . .4
.7 . 1
4.8
3.4
4.1
2.0
4.2
6.7

26.1
42.7
53.9
61.3
67.7
74.8
79.6
83.0
87.1
89.1
93.3
100.0

10. During the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, how many years had you been
teaching at the same school or facility?
-first year
-1
-2
-3
-4
-5

14
146
141
137
243.
236
-6
195
156
-7
155
-8
-9
131
159
-10
698
-more than 10
-missing data/blank response 34

0.6
6. 1
5.8
5.7
10.4
9.8
8.1
6.5
6.4
5.4
6.6
28.9

0.6
6.7
12.5
18.2
28.3
38.1
46.2
52.7
59.1
64.5
71.1
100.0

59

Table 4 (continued)
11.
Please give your month,
day, and year of birth.
-1/20-2/18 (Aquarius)
-2/19-3/20 (Pisces)
· -3/21-4/19 (Aries}
-4/20-5/20 (Taurus)
-5/21-6/20 (Gemini}
-6/21-7/22 (Cancer}
-7/23-8/22 (Leo}
-8/23-9/22 (Virgo)
-9/23-10/22 (Libra)
-10/23-11/21 (Scorpio)
-11/22-12/21 (Sagittarius)
-12/22-1/19 (Capricorn)
-missing data/blank response

191
196
181
169
182
205
217
244
217
219
218
206
0

7.8
8.0
7.4
6.9
7.4
8.4
8.9
10.0
8.9
9.0
8.9
8.4

7.8
15.8
23.2
30.1
37.5
45.9
54.8
64.8
73.7
82.7
91.6
100.0

1,481
201
164
148

60.6
8.2
6.7
6.1
3.6
3.7
2.4
1.2
1.6
1.2
1.5
3.2

60.6

12.
How many years of
teaching experience do you
have from outside the state
of Florida?

-none
-1

-2
-3
-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
-9
-10
-more than 10
-missing data/blank response

89

91
58
30
39
30
36
76
2

68.8

75.5
81.6

85.2
88.9
91.3
92.5
94.1
95.3
96.8
100.0
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Table 4 (continued__) _.. _
13a. During the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, how many years have
you been teaching the same grade level (elementary)?
-first year

15

1.3

-1
-2
-3
-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
-9

79

6.6
9.3
7.6
9.9

111
90
118
107
101
74

8.5
6.2

60
63

5.3

9.0
5.0

1.3
7.9
17.2
24.8
34.7

43.7
52.5
58.4
63.4
68.7
76.0

-10
87
7.3
-more than 10
284
24.0
100.0
-non-elementary responses* 1199
*These people responded to question 13b regarding
secondary teachers
13b. During the 1984-1985 school year, when you had your
merit teacher observations, how many years have you been
teaching the same subject area (secondary)?
-first year
-1

-2
-3
-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
-9

7

0.6

34
37

2.8
3.1
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3.8
5.1

61
86
62
62

65

57
73

7.2
5.2

5.2
5.4
4.8
6.1

0.6
3.4
6.5

10.4
15.4
22.6
27.8
33.0
38.4
43.2
49.3
100.0

-10
50.7
609
-more than 10
-non-secondary responses** 1189
**These people responded to question 13a regarding
elementary teachers
-missing data/blank response 57
One final item of information was derived from the
background data asked for on the questionnaire.

The first

two questions dealt with the fact of whether or not merit
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teachers grad11ated _-~_r_om an approved teacher education
program within the state of Florida.

Table 5 illustrates

that 1,733 or 71.1% of total respondents graduated from a
teacher education program in Florida with either their
undergraduate or postbaccalaureate degree.

This

information was obtained by combining questions 1 and 2,
relying on a "yes, from within the state of Florida"
response on either question.
TABLE 5
FLORIDA TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM GRADUATES
Possess Either an Undergraduate
or Postbaccalaureate degree from
a Florida Approved Teacher
Education Program
No

Number of
Responses

Percentage
29.9
71.1

705

Yes
Missing Data/Blank Response

1733
7

Analysis of Background Data
The background data provided statistics regarding merit
teachers' professi<Jnal and educational experiences.
statistics were analyzed using two procedures:

These

(1)

difference of proportions (two-tailed test) on the
responses which could be categorized into a simple yes or
no, and (2) Chi-square goodness of fit on questions which
had multiple responses.
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Educational Preparation Responses
Th~re

were several items on the questionnaire which

directly related to merit teachers' professional
preparation.

The first two questions yielded information

regarding whether or not merit teachers graduated from a
university teacher education program, either from within or
outside the state of Florida.

Table 6 represents data

which were derived from those two questions.

While only

47.03% of merit teachers obtained their undergraduate
degree from a teacher education program from within the
state of Florida, 85.85% of all merit teachers did obtain
their undergraduate degree from a teacher education
program.

Similar statistics are revealed about merit

teachers' postbaccalaureate backgrounds.

Forty-three

percent of merit teachers graduated with postbaccalaureate
degrees from a teacher education program from within the
state of Florida.
obtain
program.

Seventy-five point three percent did

postbaccalaureate degrees from a teacher education
The fact that 85.85% of merit teachers obtained

undergraduate degrees and 75.37% obtained postbaccalaureate
degrees from teacher education programs within their
universities is significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Another important statistic revealed in Table 6 is
obtained by combining Questions 1 and 2 to determine the
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total nu.mber of merit teachers who received either
undergraduate or postbaccalaureate degrees from teacher
education programs from within the state of Florida.
Seventy point eighty-eight percent of merit teachers
received at least one of their degrees from a Florida
teacher education program is also significant at the 0.05
level of confidence.
Another item of information which was collected on the
questionnaire that also pertained to the .educational
preparation of merit teachers was Question number 3,
dealing with the fact of whether or not the merit teacher
is as certified in more than one field or subject area.

The respondents indicated that 68.65% of merit teachers are
multi-certified, either in different grade

l~vel

classifications or in more than one subject area, as
indicated in Table 7.
level of confidence.

This fact is significant at the 0.05
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TABLE 6
TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM GRADUATES' RESPONSES

Specific Graduate Information

Yes
No
Percentages

z
Score

Undergraduate degree obtained
from a Florida Teacher Education
Program
47.03

52.97

2.93

Undergraduate degree obtained
from any approved Teacher
Education Program

85.85

14.15

35.00*

Postbaccalaureate degree
obtained from a Florida
Education Program

56.79

43.21

6.71

Postbaccalaureate degree
from any approved Teacher
Education Program

75.37

24.63

25.08*

70.88

29.12

20.65*

Either degree obtained
from a Florida Teacher
Program
*Significant at 0.05 Level

TABLE 7
PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION INFORMATION
Yes
Professional
No
Teaching Certificate Information Percentages
Are you certified, on your
Florida teaching certificate
in more than one field or area?
*Significant at 0.05 Level

68.65

31.35

z
Score

18.43*
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The final question
dealing with educational backgrounds
-. _..

of merit teachers was Question number 9, which collected
information on how many years it had been since the merit
teacher had taken a college-level course relating strictly
to recertification.

Table 8 shows the information

collected from merit teachers who were either currently
taking a college-level course, or had taken one sometime
during the past 10 years.

The chi-square goodness of fit

test reveals that there is a significant . difference, at the
0.01 level of significance, in the number of years it had

been since merit teachers updated their professional skills
through a college course, relating specifically to
recertification.
TABLE 8

RECENCY OF COLLEGE CREDIT

Specific Question

Number of Observed
Years
Frequency

Currently
During the 1984-85
school year, when you
1
had your merit teacher
2
3
observations, how many
years had it been since
4
you had taken a college- 5
level course which
6
directly related to your 7
teaching assignment or
8
certification require9
ments to help renew your 10
professional, educational
skills?
*Significant at 0.01 Level

633

401
271
178
154
171
118
82

99
48
101

X

2

Proportion Value
0.28
0.18
0.12
0.08
0.07
0.08
0.05
0.04

0.04
0.02

0.04
1 461.97*
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Professional Background Responses
The questionnaire gathered information relating to the
individual merit teacher's professional background.

Table

9 shows the particular professional information about the
merit teacher's status during the year in which he/she was
observed.

Question 4 reveals that only 26.28% of merit

teachers taught in more than one field or area, while
Question 5 shows that 97.94% of teachers were observed in
the specific field or area in which they . were certified.
Question 6 related to their status as members of their
local

t~achers'

professional associations, 63.66% of merit

teachers indicated they were association members.
The Florida Merit Teacher Program provided the
opportunity for school principals to award extra ''bonus
points" to the teacher applicants.

When asked whether or

not they were recommended for bonus points, only 51.01% of
merit teachers indicated that they knew they were
recommended for these points, as indicated by the results
to Question 7.

Another part of the Florida Merit Program

was that some schools would be evaluated, and if
requirements were met, would be proclaimed as meritorious
schools.

Question 8 asked merit teachers i f they were

faculty members in a school that had been given the merit
status; 17.72% of respondents indicated that they were.
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Of the five questions
relating to the professional
. .. . _,

~

backgrounds which required strictly a "yes" or "no"
response, four showed

s~gnificant

levels of difference in

proportions at the 0.05 level of significance.

The only

question thqt did not was Question 7, relating to bonus
points, when the null hypothesis was retained.

TABLE 9
PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION

Professional Background Data

Yes
No
Percentage

During the 1984-85 school year, did
you teach in more than one field or
subject area?
26.28

z
Score

73.72

23.17*

During the 1~84-85 school year,
were you observed in the area(s)
in which you were certified?

97.94

2.06

47.26*

During the 1984-85 school year,
were you a member of your local
professional teacher's union?

63.66

36.34

13.48*

Did your principal recommend that
your receive any bonus points?

51.01

48.99

0.93

Were you a member of a school that
was proclaimed to be meritorious?
*Significant at 0.01 Level

17.71

82.28

31.52
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The last three questions on the survey instrument which
dealt with professional background data related to number
of years that the merit teachers had:

taught at the same

school, taught the same subject area (secondary) or the
same grade level (elementary), and teaching experience from
outside the state of Florida.
Table 10 shows

tha~

~lestions

years that the merit teachers:

relating to the number of

had been teaching at the

s a me school, had been teaching the same subject or teaching
the same grade level and had experience teaching outside
the state of Florida.

These indeces show a significant

difference from what is expected from the chi-square
goodness of fit test at the 0.01 level of significance.
TABLE 10
TEACHING EXPERIENCE INFORMATION

Background
Data Requested
During the 1984-85
school year, how many
years had you been
teaching at the same
school or facility?

Number of Observed
Frequency
Years
0
1
2
3
4
5
7

14
146
141
137
243
236
195
156

8

155

9

131

10

159

6

X

2

Proportion Value
0.01
0.09
0.08
0.08
0. 14
0.14
0.11
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.09
237.43*
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Table 10 (continu~d) - How many years of
teaching experience
do you have from outside
the state of Florida?

0

1
2
3
4·
5
6
7
8
9

10

1,481
201
164
148
89
91
58
30
39
30
36

0.63
0.09
0.07
0.06
0.04
0.04
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.01
0.01

8,352.30*

For elementary teachers,
how many years have you
been teaching the same
grade level?

0
1

2

3
4
5
6
7

15
79
111
90
118
107
101

74

9

60
63

10

87

8

0.02

0.09
0.12
0.10
0. 13
0.12
0.11
0.08
0.07
0.07
0.09
104.7*

For secondary teachers,
how many years have you
been teaching the same
subject?

0
1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

7
34

37
46
61
86
62
62
65

57
73

0.01
0.06
0.06
0.08
0. 10
0.15
0.11
0.11
0.11
0.10
0.12
86.8*

*Significant at 0.01 Level
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The only

rem~~ning

question on the survey instrument

did not really relate to either professional or educational
background, but rather to personal data.
merit teachers for their date of birth.

Question 11 asked
This information

was collected to categorize merit teachers by astrological
signs.

The chi-square goodness of fit test reveals that

there is a significant difference in the results from the
expected values at the 0.05 level of significance.

Table

11 shows the frequencies and proportions of the birthdays
as reported by merit teachers.
TABLE 11

ASTROLOGICAL SIGN DISTRIBUTION

Birthdate
Information

Astrological
Signs

Please give your
Aq1~arius
date of birth
Pisces
(month, day, year) Aries
Taurus
Gemini
Cancer
Leo
Virgo
Libra
Scorpio
Sagittarius
Capricorn

Observed
Frequency
191
196
181
169
182
205

217
244

217
219
218
206

X

2

Proportion Value
0.08
0.08
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.08
0.09
0. 10
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
23.73*

*Significant at 0.05 Level
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Frame Factor Data
Every teacher who applied for merit teacher status had
at least two summative observations in their classrooms.
These observations were performed by certified observers
who were trained to use the instrument.

On the back of the

observation form some data were collected and classified as
11

Frame Factors.

11

Along with the teacher's name and social

security number, 10 other items of information were
collected.

This information consisted of:

the method of

lesson presentation, the subject observed, the type of
classroom in which the observation occurred, the grade
level taught, the total number of students in the class,
the number of students in the class in the

1~pper

and lower

academic quartiles, the number of students in the lower
socioeconomic q11artile, the number of st11dents in the class
having a learning disability and finally the teacher's
total number of complete years of teaching experience.
The results of the Frame Factor information collected
during the first and last observations of the merit
teachers are represented in Table 12.

The information

revealed about the type of teaching presentation methods
was very similar in both the first and last observation.
The combination of all teaching techniques was the most
used presentation method, 36.3% in the first and 35.7%
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in the last obserya.t -ion.

The lecture method was the least

used presentation technique, 1.3% in each observation.

The

second area of information collected related to the subject
area being taught during the observation.

In both

observations, the subject area which provided the most
merit observations was Language Arts or Social Sciences
which prevailed 39.5% and 39.9% respectively.

The subject

area which provided the second most me r it observations in
both cases was mathematics or science which was observed
22.5% of

~~e

time during the first observations and 21.6%

of the time during the last observations.

The third most

observed area was a category entitled "other," which
occurred 11.8% of the time during the first and 12.3% of
the time during the last observations.

These areas were

followed by special education, business education/
vocational areas, home economics and finally physical
education which were fourth,

fifth, sixth, and seventh

respectively in both sets of observations.
The third area of information which was collected was
the type of classroom in which the observations occurred.
Again, the order of most frequent to the least freq11ent was
the same in both the first and last observations.

The self-

contained classroom was the type of classroom in which most
of merit teachers were observed, 83.5% during first

~nd

73
83.7% during last .... observations.
- .. -

This percentage represents

the overwhelming majority but was followed by the category
"other," open classroom or POD, field or court, and finally
the media center or library which was used in less than 2%
of observations each time.
The fourth item of information collected was the
particular grade level observed.

The range of course is

pre-kindergarten through post-high school.
most often being taught during merit

The grade level

tea~hers'

observations

was the eleventh grade during each observation, occurring
11.4% during the first and 11.1% during last observations.

The cumulative statistics on this question show that 54.4%
of merit observations occurred in elementary grades (pre-K
through 6) in each of the first and last observations while
the middle school grades (6 through 8) accumulated 18.9% of
merit observations the first time and 19.0% of observations
the last time, and the high school grades (9 through 12)
were observed 29.7% of the time during the first and 29.8%
of the time during last observations.
The fifth item of information reported the total number
of students in the class.

The classroom observation which

produced the highest percentage of merit teachers

o~ly

one st11dent, and this occurred 11.1% of the time during
both the first and last observations.

Cumulative

had
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statistics show

~.hat.

during both observatic)ns 31.8% of

classes had 10 students or less, just under 53.0% had 20
students or less, and that nearly 92% of classes had 30
students or less during the merit observations.
The sixth informational i tern req11ested the number of
students in observed classes that were in the upper
quartile academically.

The greatest percentage of merit

teachers during both observations had no students in the
upper quartile, 26.8% of the first and 2-7.4% of last
observations -were conducted in classes without any
academically advanced students.

Over one-half of merit

teachers' classes contained five or less academicallyadvanced students in them.
The seventh area depicted in the Frame Factor data
sought information on the number of students in merit
teachers' classes who were in the lower quartile
academically.

Similar to the previous question, over 25%

of classes observed each time contained no lower academic
students.

Over 60% of merit teachers' classes had five or

less lower academic quartile students enrolled.
Question number eight in the data contained information
regarding the number of students in merit teacher's classes
who were in the lower quartile of socioeconomic status.
Again, both observations provide very similar statistics.
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Each time just

u~~-~r-

20% of merit teachers had no students

from the lower socioeconomic groups, and each set of
observations displayed the fact that over 60% of merit
teachers• classes had five students or less who were in the
lower economic status.
The number of students who had learning disabilities
was collected in the ninth item.

During the first

observations, 53.8% of merit teachers' classes had no
students with learning disabilities and ·54.6% reported this
same statistic during last

~bservations.

Both sets of

observations indicated that over 90% of merit teachers'
classes consisted of five students or less who had a
learning disability.
The last item . of information collected in the Frame
Factor data was the total number of complete years of
teaching experience that merit teachers possessed.

These

statistics of course should also closely parallel.

Just

over one-fourth of merit teachers (approximately 27%) had
nine years, or less, of teaching experience.

The next

quartile of merit teachers had between 10 and 12 years of
teaching experience.

The third one-fourth
of the merit
..

teachers had a range of between 13 and 17 years of teaching
experience.

The final quartile of merit teachers is spread

18 and 42 years of teaching experience.
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TABLE 12
FRAME FACTOR DATA

Observation Condition
Information
1.
Classroom Presentation
method used during the
observation:
l)Lecture
2)Discussion, Recitation,
Interaction
3)Independent Study or
Work
4)Combination of 1 & 2
5)Combination of 1 & 3
6)Combination of 2 & 3
?)Combination of all
2.
Subject area observed:
!)Language Arts or So c ial
Science
2)Math or Science
3)Physical Education or
ROTC
4)Bus. Ed., Industrial,
DCT, etc.
5)Home Economics, Art
6)Special Education
?)Other
Missing Data/Blank

First
Observation
*R.F. R.P. C.P

Last
Observat ion
R.F. R . P. C.P.

29

1.3

1.3

29

1.3

1.3

390

17.6

18.9

378

1 7.2

18.5

51
471

2.3
21.3
2.2
19.0

21.2
42.5

62
488

2.8
22.2

21 . 3
43.5

44.7

1.6

45.0

421
802

63.7

35
424

36.3 100.0

786

874
498

39.5
22.5 /

39.5
62.0

879
476

39.9

39.9

21.6

6 1.6

2.9

65.0

66

3.0

6 4.6

8.2 73.2
3.5 76.7
11.4 88.1
11.8 100.0

177
76
256
271

48

65

182
77
253
263
1

*R. F. =Response Freq11ency
R.P.=Response Percentage
C.P.=Cumulative Percentage

2

19.3 64.3
3 5 .7 1 00.0

8.0 72.6
3.5 76.1
11.6 87 . 7
12.3 100.0
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Table 12 (continued)
3.
Type of classroom in
which the observation
occurred:
1)Self-contained
2)Field or court
3)Media Room or Library
4)0pen Classroom or Pod
5)0ther
Missing Data/Blank
Grade level:
4.
Pre-K/K
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
Post-HS
Missing Data/Blank
5.
Total n1~mber of
students in the observed
class:
1
2
3
4

5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

l843
51
36
123
154
6

83.5 83.5 1837
2.3 85.8
57
1.6 87.4
39
5.6 93.0
111
7.0 100.0 152
7

83.7 83.7
2.6 86.2 .
1.8 88.0
5.1
93.1
6.9 100.0

158
177
174
193
160
168
164
129
121
179
118
251
103
101
17

7.2
7.2
8.1
15.3
7.9
23.2
8.8 34.0
7.3 39.3
46.9
7.7
7.5 54.4
5.9 60.2
5.5 65.8
8 ..2 73.9
5.4 79.3
11.4 90.7
4.'Z 95.4
4.6 100.0

172 7.9
7.9
176 8.0
15.9
165 7.5
23.4
189 8.6 32.1
160 7.3
39.4
7.6
47.0
167
161
7.4 54.4
136 6.2
60.6
119 5.4 66.0
188 8.6 74.6
107 4.9 79.5
242 11. 1 90.5
114 5.2 95.8
93
4.2 100.0
14

245
24
30
68

11.1 11.1
1. 1 12.2
1.4 13.5
16.6
3.1
3.3 19.9
23.0
3.0
25.2
2.2
27.5
2.3
1.8 29.2
2.5 " 31.8
1.8 33.6
2.0 35.6
1 1 36.7
1 7 38.4
2.2 40.6
43.3
2.6
1.8 45.0

244 11.1
20 0.9
39 1.8
71
3.2
70 3.2
63
2.9
49
2.2
55
2.5
34
1.5
54
2.5
35 1.6
42
1.9
1.2
27
2.2
48
38 1.7
2.3
50
2.0
45

73

67
49
50
39
56
40
45
25
37
49
58
39

0

0

11.1
12.0
13.8
17.0 .
20.2
23.1
25.3
27.8
29.4
31.8
33.4
35.3
36.5
38.7
40.5
42.7
44.8
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Table 12 (continued}_
... - .
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
62
63
65

56
41
77
74
84
118
99
100
90
83
80
61
71
43
34
28
12
14
9
6
5
3

3
0
0
3
2
1
3
1
0
1
2
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
1
0
0

1
0
1

2.5
1.9
3.5
3.4
3.8
5.3
4.5
4.5
4.1
3.8
3.6
2.8
3.2
1.9
1.5
1.3
0.5
0.6
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1

n·
0
0.1
0.1
0
0.1
0
0
0
0.1
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

47.6
49.4
52.9
56.3
60.1
65.4
69.9
74.4
78.5
82.3
85.9
88.7
91.9
93.8
95.4
96.6
97.2
97.8
98.2
98.5
98.7
98.9
99.0
99.0
99.0
99.1
99.2
99.3
99.4
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.6
99.6
99.6
99.6
99.7
99.7
99.7
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.9

53
55
68
77
76
96
117
96
94
82
90
67
61
50
37
24
8
11
11
5
4
4
1
2
2
2
2
0
2
2
2
0
1
0
0
0
3
0
0

2.4
2.5
3.1
3.5
3.5
4.4
5.3
4.4
4.3
3.7
4.1
3.0
2.8
2.3
1.7
1.1
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.2
0
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0
0.1
0.1
0.1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.1
0
0

0
0

0
0

1
0
1
0

0
0
0
0

1

47.2
49.7
52.8
56.3
59.8
64.1
69.5
73.8
78.1
81.8
85.9
89.0
91.8
94.0
95.7
96.8
97.2
97.7
98.2
98.4
98.6
98.8
98.9
98.9
99.0
99.1
99.2
99.2
99.3
99.4
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.7
99.7
99.7
99.7
99.7
99.7
99.7
99.8
99.8
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Table 12 (continued)
67
72
73
84
99

Missing Data/Blank

1
0

1
0

1
6

0
0
0

99.9
99.9
99.9
99.9
0
100.0
0

0

99.9
99.9
99.9
99.9
100.0

583 27.4
3.4
72
112 5.3
4.6
97
119 5.6
161 7.6
138 6.5
4.3
92
120 5.6
53
2.5
4.8
101
1.5
31
2.2
47
25
1. 2
27 1.3
45
2. 1
1.5
31
15 0.7
30 1.4
13 0.6
36 1.7
15 0.7
13 0.6
13 0.6
14 0.1
1. 2
26
26 1.2
14 0.7
12 0.6
9 0.4
14 0.7
9 0.4
5 0.2
5 0.2
2 0.1
0
1

27.4
30.8
36.1
40.7
46.3
53.8
60.3
64.7
70.3
72.8
77.6
79.0
81.2
82.4
83.7
85.8
87.2
88.0
89.4
90.0
91.7
92.4
93.0
93.6
94.5
95.5
95.5
96.7
97.2
97.6
98.3
98.7
99.0
99.2
99.3
99.3

1
1
0
1
1
6

0
0

0
0

Number of students in
the upper quartile (25%)
academically:
6.

0

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

574
92
96
100
129
175
138
105
106
51
83
29
58
23
29
54
38
21
25
7

34
15
15
18
13
22
11
14
11
10
11
4
2
9
1
2

26.8
26.8
4.3 31.1
4.5 35.6
4.7
40.3
6.0 4p.3
8.2 54.5
6.4 60.9
4.9 65.8
5.0 70.8
2.4 73.1
3.9 77.0
1.4 78.4
2.7 81.1
1 . 1 82.2
1.4 83.5
2.5 86.0
1.8 87.8
1.0 88.8
1.2 90.0
0.3 90.3
1.6 91.9
0.7 92.6
0.7 93.3
0.8 94.1
0.6 94.7
1.0 95.7
1.0 95.7
0.7 96.9
0.5 97.4
0. 5 . 97.9
0.5 98.4
0.2 98.6
0.1 98.7
0.4 99.1
0 99.1
0.1 99.2
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Table 12 ( contin~~.~J
36
37
38
39
40
42
45
49
50
60
62
66
73
94
99
Missing Data/Blank

2

0.1

0

0

3

0.1

0
2

0

1
0
1
1
1
1
0
1
1

2
72

0.1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.1

99.3
99.3
99.5
99.5
99.6
99.6
99.6
99.7
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.9
99.9
100.0

25.2
5.7
6.7
7.7
8.7
10.0
7.5
5.2
5.7
3.1
3.6
1.7
1.8
0.8
0.9
1.4
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.6
0.5
0.2
0.3
0.2
0
0.2

25.2
30.9
37.6
45.3
54.0
63.9
71.4
76.7
82.4
85.5
89.0
90.8
92.5
93.4
94.3
95.7
96.4
97.0
97.4
98.0
98.5
98.7
99.0
99.2
99.3
99.5

0
0

99.5
99.6
99.6
99.6
99.7
99.7
99.8
99.8
99.8
99.9
99.9
99.9
99.9
99.9
100.0

553 26.1
119 5.6
145 6.8
152 7.2
179 8.4
211 10.0
165 7.8
105 5.0
5.2
111
2.8
60
87
4.1
36 1.7
38 . 1.8
16 0.8
24 1.1
23
1.1
16 0.8
16 0.8
14 0.7
11 0.5
8 0.4
3 0.1
2 0.1
4 0.2
3 0.1
0.3
6

26.1
31.7
38.6
45.7
54.2
.64. 1
71.9
76.9
82.1
84.9
89.1
90.8
92.5
93.3
94.4
95.5
96.3
97.0
97.7
98.2
98.6
98.7
98.8
99.0
99.2
99.4

4
1
0
1
2
0
1
0
0
2
1
1
0

0
1
78

0.2
0
0
0

0.1
0
0
0

0
1
0
0
0

Number of students in
the lower quartile (25%)
academically:
7.

0

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

541
123
143
165
186
214
161
112
123
66
77
37
38
18
19
30
15
13
10
13
10
4
7
4
1
5
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Table 12

(continu~~l_

27
28
29
30
31
38
42
48
50

Missing Data/Blank

1
4
2
2
1
1
0
0
0
67

0
0.2
0.1
0.1
0
0
0
0
0

99.5
99.7
99.8
99.9
99.9
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

0
4
2
3
0
0
1
1
1
84

0 99.4
0.2 99.6
0.1 99.7
0.1 99.9
0 99.9
0 99.9
0 99.9
0 99.9
0 100.0

Number of students in
the lower quartile (25%)
socioeconomic status:
8.

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

407
169
212
171
163
165
139
98
110
71
87
43
63
24
35
43
23
20
16
10
21
7
3
7
4
0
3
1
1
4

2
0

19.1 " 19.1
7.9
27.1
10.0 37.0
8.0 45.1
7.7 52.8
7.8 60.5
6.5 67.0
4.6 71.7
5.2 76.8
3.3 80.2
84.3
4.1
2.0 86.3
3.0 89.2
1.1 90.4
1.6 92.0
2.0 94.0
1. 1 95.1
0.9 96.1
0.8 96.8
0.5 97.3
1.0 98.3
0.3 98.6
0.1 98.7
0.3 99.1
0.2 99.2
0 99.4
0.1 99.4
0 99.4
.0 99.5
0.2 99.7
99.8
0.1
0 99.8
0

411 19.5
163 7.7
212 10.1
178 8.5
179 8.5
141 6.7
126 6.0
87 4.1
119 5.7
68 3.2
86 4.1
38 1.8
64
3.0
1.3
27
37 1.8
1.6
34
28 1.3
17 0.8
1.0
21
11 0.5
15 0.7
8 0.4
7 0.3
3 0.1
5 0.2
2 0.1
0
0
2 0.1
3 0.1
0.2
4
0
1
3 0.1

19.5
27.3
37.3
45.8
54.3
61.0
67.0
71.1
76.7
80.0
84.0
85.8
88.9
90.2
91.9
93.5
94.9
95.7
96.7
97.2
97.9
98.3
98.6
98.8
99.0
99.1
99.1
99.2
99.3
99.5
99.6
99.7
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Table 12

(contin~ed)-

32
33
35
38
42
43
50
72

Missing Data/Blank

0

1
1
1
0
1
1
0
86

0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0

99.8
99.8
99.9
99.9
99.9
100.0
100.0
100.0

2
0
0
1
1
0
1
1
97

99.8
0.1
0 99.8
0
99.8
0 99.9
99.9
0
0 99.9
0 100.0
0 100.0

Number of st11dents
having a learning
disability:
9.

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
22
23
24

Missing Data/Blank

1155
349
205
126
61
68
41
27
29
16
20
6
13
6
6
4

3
2
3
1
3
1
0
1
67

53.8 53.8 1166 54.6 54.6
16.3 70.1
321 15.0 69.6
205
9.6 79.3
9.6 79 . 6
5.7
84.9
85. 5 .
5.9
121
3.4 88.3
88.4
73
2.8
60
2.8 91.1
3.2 91.5
93.2
2.1
1.9 93.4
44
1.3 94.5
1.3 94.7
27
95.8
96.0
1.3
28
1.4
96.5
16 0.7
0.7 96.8
1.0 97.5
0.9 97.7
21
13 0.6 98.1
0.3 98.0
0.6 98.6
12 0.6 98.7
98.8
98.9
0.3
2 0.1
99.3
0.3 99.2
10 0.5
99.5
99.3
5 0.2
0.2
99.5
0 99.5
0.1
1
99.6
0.1
99.6
2 0.1
3
0.1
99.7
0. 1 - 99.8
.0 99.8
0 99.8
1
99.9
0
0.1
99.9
1
0 99.9
0
0 100.0
0.1 100.0
0 100.0
2
0 100.0
1
0 100.0
68

Total n1~mber of
complete years of teaching
experience:
10.

3
4

5

2
53
77

0.1
2.4
3.5

0.1
2.5
6.0

3
54
73

0.1
2.5
3.3

0.1
2.6
5.9
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Table 12 ( continuedJ
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33
34
35
37
39
41
42

81
115
129
132
172
170
144
142
160
136
95
100
90
59
70
40
32
32
32
37
21
20
14
11
13
6

1
4
3
1
2
0
1
0
16

3.7
5.2
5.9
6.0
7.8
7.7
6.6
6.5
7.3
6.2
4.3
4.6
4.1
2.7
3.2
1.8
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.7
1.0
0.9
0.6
0 ..5
0.6
0.3
0
0.2
0.1
0
0.1
0
0
0

9.7
14.9
20.8
26.8
34.6
42.4
48.9
55.4
62.7
68.9
73.2
77.7
81.8
84.5
87.7
89.5
91.0
92.4
93.9
95.6
96.5
97.5
98.1
98.6
99.2
99.5
99.5
99.7
99.8
99.9
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

Missing DataLBlank
R.F.=Response Frequency
R.P~=Response Percentage
C.P.=Cumulative Percentage

83
118
132
139
159
175
138
146
152
141
94
99
89
55
73
41
33
32
29
38
18
23
11
12
11
7
1
4
5

0
1
1
0
1
12

3.8
9.7
5.4
15.1
6.0
21.1
6.3
27.5
7.3 34.7
8.0
42 7
6.3
49.0
6.7
55.7
6.9 62.6
6.4
69.1
4.3
73.3
4.5
77.9
4.2
81.9
2.5
84 4
3.3
87.8
1.9 89 .. 6
1.5 91.1
1.5 92.6
1.3 93.9
1.7 95.7
0.8
96.5
1.0 97.5
0.5
98.0
0.5 98.6
0.5
99.1
0.3
99.4
0
99.4
0.2
99.6
0.2
99.8
0
99.8
0
99.9
0 100.0
0 100.0
0 100.0

Analysis of Frame Factor Data
The Frame Factor data were collected and tabulated on
the first and last classroom observation on the first and

84

last classroom observation performed on merit teachers.
These data generated statistics that were analyzed using
the chi-square goodness of fit since each classroom
condition had a possibility of multiple responses.
The Frame Factor data provided the specific classroom
conditions during merit teacher observations.

The

statistics compiled specific information about:

the

teacherrs method of material presentation, the subject
area, type of classroom, the grade level being taught, · the
number of students in the class, including how many were in
upper and lower academic quartiles, how many in the class
were in the lower 25% of socioeconomic status and how many
had a learning disability.
Classroom Information
The descriptive information about the classroom itself
is represented in Table 13.

There were five items of

information that exhibited the environment of the
classrooms of merit teachers.

Item Number 1 illustrates

that a combination of all teaching methods (lecture,
discussion/interaction/recitation, and independent study)
was the most common among the merit

eachers, occurring

nearly 36% of the time, during both the first and last
observation.

The next most prevalent method during both

observations was - a combination of lecture and discussion/

interaction, being observed 21.3% and 22.2% of the time
respectively.

This type was followed closely by a

combination of discussion/interaction and independent
study, coming in at 19.0 and 19.3% of the time during
observations.

The fourth method was the

discussion/interaction method, occurring 17.0 and 17.2% of
the time.

An important point is that the method of

discussion and student interaction was present in a ll of
the first four most commonly occurring sit11ations,
representing 94% of the observable situations.

Converse ly,

the "lecture" method had the lowest occurrence rate..

Th e

proportion of teaching methods is sighificantly d i f f e r e nt
than an expected even distribution at the 0.01 level of
confidence in

bot~

observation~.

The next item analyzed on

the Frame Factor data was the grade level of students b e ing
taught.

To analyze this dimension, the pre-kindergarten /

kindergarten category and post-high school category
statistics are removed since every school district i n the
state did not have some programs in these areas.

The d a t a

analyzed in Table 13 represent only grades -firs t t h r ough
twelfth.

Most merit teachers were observed in elev e nth

grade classes, followed by third grade, ninth grade and
first grade · representing the four most observed grade
levels.

This circumstance held true for both the fi r st a nd
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the last

observa~~9ns.

There is a significant difference

in the grade level observed · in both the first and last
observation, at the 0.01 level of significance, when
compared to an expected even distribution of grade level
representation.

The third item of classroom information

being analyzed is the reported number of students who were
in the class during the observations.

Class sizes varied

from one student up to 99 students in both observations.
To analyze these data, only classes up to 32 students will
be utilized since less than 5% of merit teachers' classes
in either _observation were larger than that.

The class

size reported the most in both the first and last

observations only had one student, and this was reported
11.1% of the time. in both cases.

The number of students in

the class differs significantly more than an expected even
distribution at the 0.01 level of significance.

The final

item of information about the classroom environment that
was analyzed was classroom teachers' total number of
complete years of teaching experience.

Teachers with

between three years of experience (they had tb have at
least three years of experience to aP.ply for merit status)
and 25 years of experience are analyzed since less than 5%
of merit teachers in either set of observations had more
than 25 years of experience.

Nearly 60% of the merit
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teachers had between
experience.

sev~n

and 15 years of teaching

There is a significant difference in the

number of years of experience reported by the merit
teachers, when compared with an expected equal distribution
of years of experience, at the 0.01 level of significance.
TABLE 13
CLASSROOM INFORMATION

Classroom Environment
1 . Classroom
method:
1)Lecture
2)Discussion,
Interaction
3)Independent
Work
4)Combination
S)Combination
6)Combination
?)Combination

First
Last
Observation
Observation
2
2
Proper- X
Proper- x
O.F. tion Value O.F.tion Val u e

Presentation
29

.01

29

.01

390

.18

378

.17

51
471
48
421
802

.02
. 21
.02
.19
.36

62
488
35
424
786

.03
.22
.02
.19
.36
1563.3 3*

24 4
20
39
71
70
63
49
55
34
54
35
42
27

. 11
.01
. 02
.0 3
. 03
. 03
.02
.03
.02
. 03 ·
.02
.0 2
. 01
.02

Recitation,
Study or
of
of
of
of

1 & 2
1 & 3
2 & 3

all

1585.89*

Grade level of
students in class
4.

1
2
3
4
5

6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14

245
24
30
68
73
67
49
50
39
56
40
45
25
37

. 11
.01
.01
.03
.03
.03
.02
.02
.02
.03
.02
.02
.01
.02

48
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TABLE 15
CLASSROOM POPULATION PROPORTIONS
First Observation
Student
Population
Characteristic
1 . Upper
academic
quartile

Last Observation

Observed Proper- X 2 Observed Proper- X 2
Total
tion Value Total
tion Value

15361

0.40 3306.82*

15294

.40 3308.57*

9820

0.25

10370

.27

54 . 50*

11752

.30

435.02*

11814

.31

487.77*

4. Learning
.09
disabled
3437
50.36*
*Significant at the 0.01 Level

3438

.09

45.72*

2 • Lower

academic
quartile
3 • Lower
socioeconomic
quartile

1.53

Summary of Significant Items
The data which have been submitted regarding merit
teachers' professional and educational backgrounds, as well
as specific data from the Frame Factor information
regarding specific classroom conditions observed, produced
some significant chi-squares along with some significant
differences in proportions.

As illustrated in Table 16,

there are eight significant differences of proportion items
within the background data and six significant chisquares.

Five of those six chi-squares are at the 0.01
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level of

signifi~~~ce,

while all other differences are at

the 0.05 level.
Table 16 also illustrates that there are seven
significant chi-squares produced when the particular
classroom environment was analyzed.

All seven of these

items are at the 0.01 level of significance.
TABLE 16
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MERIT TEACHERS
EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL B~CKGROUNDS AS
WELL AS OBSERVABLE CLASSROOM CONDITIONS

Item

Level of
Significance

Background Data:
Received undergraduate degree from / a
teacher education program

0.05

Received postbaccalaureate degree from
a teacher education program

0.05

Received either the undergraduate or
postbaccalaureate degree from a teacher
education program

0.05

Teacher is certified in more than one
area or grade-level classification

0.05

Recency of college level course
participation dealing directly with updating
professional skills

0.01

Did not teach in more than one area or
grade level

0.05

Merit observation occurred in certified area

0.05
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Table 16 (continueE)
Teacher was a member of local professional
teachers' organization

0.05

Teacher was not a member of a meritorious
school

0.05

The number of years of teaching experience
at the same facility

0.01

The number of years of teaching experience
from outside the state of Florida

0.01

The number of years elementary merit teachers
have been teaching the same grade level

0.01

The number of years secondary merit teachers
have been teaching the same subject

0.01

The merit teachers' astrological sign

0.05

Method of teachers' presentation

0.01

Grade level of the class

0.01

Number of studen.ts in the class

0.01

Teacher's total number of years of teaching
experience

0.01

Number of students within the class in the
upper academic quartile

0.01

Number of students within the class in the
lower socioeconomic quartile

0.01

Number of students within the class with a
learning disability

O.Ol

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, .DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The state of Florida took prominent steps to lead the
nation in educational reform when Governor Bob Graham and
the state legislature established the Florida Meritorious
Instructional Personnel Program in 1983.

The program was

amended the following year into what became known as the
State Master Teacher Program.

The purpose of the program

was to recognize and reward superior teachers throughout
the state.
Similar to other mandated merit programs which were
mandated throughout the country, Florida's Merit Teacher
Program received tremendous scrutiny.

Controversy emerged

over exactly what "characteristics" contribute to an
individual being a merit teacher.

Florida's professional

teachers• associations were wary of the program's intent
and its possible repercussions.

Questions were also raised

about classroom climate that contributes to superior
teaching, such as:

class size, grade level, subject area,

number of students in upper and lower academic quartiles.
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Every teacher

~ho

applied for the Master Teacher

Programs had a minimum of two classroom observations, using
the Florida Performance Measurement System Summative
Evaluation Instrument . . On the back of the instrument,
information was collected about classroom climate called
Frame Factor Data.
At the conclusion of the first year of the Master
Teacher Program, 3,390 teachers qualified for incentive
awards.

Information about classroom cqnditions, during

merit teacher observations, was retained on file.

The

specific information collected provided data about:

method

of classroom presentation, subject taught, type of
classroom in which the observation occurred, grade level of
the students in the observed class, total number of
students in the class, number of students in the upper and
lower academic quartiles, number of students in the lower
quartile of socioeconomic status, number of students having
a learning disability, and the teacher's total number of
complete years teaching experience.
The fact that such information was collected, along
with questions about the educational and professional
preparations of merit teachers, led to the idea for this
study.

The primary purpose of this study was to identify

any possible relationships between the individual's
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educa t iona1 and

p~Qfess .ional

backgrounds and the 1985

Florida Merit Teacher Program.
Two instruments provided information for this study.
One was the Frame Factor Data that was on every teacher's
observation form, which was previously mentioned.

The

other instrument· was a questionnaire which was developed to
collect information about educational and professional
backgrounds of merit teachers.

The questionnaire was

mailed to all 3,390 teachers who were awarded merit teacher
status in Florida during the first year of the program.
The meritorious teachers represented all 67 school
districts and ·grade levels.
The responses to the questionnaire were tabulated and
analyz~d

using two procedures:

propor~ions

{1) difference of

(two-tailed test) on the questions which had a

"yes" or "no 11 response, and {2) the chi-square goodness of
fit for questions having multiple responses.

The items on

the Frame Factor Data form were multiple response-type, and
· therefore, all were tabulated and analyzed using the chisquare goodness of fit.

In all cases, the 0.05 level was

employed as the acceptable level of confidence.
This study researched possible relationships of the
professional and educational backgro11nds of teachers who
were successful with the 1985 Florida Merit Teacher
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Program.

If

any _ ~~lationships

could be established as

being significant, then other teachers as well as future
educators, might be able to control some of these factors
which might enhance their chances of developing merit
teacher characteristics.
There were a total of 21 areas where findings were
determined as significant, at least at the 0.05 level of

significance.

Fourteen of these were derived from the

background questionnaire and seven were derived from the
classroom climate using information on the Frame Factor
Data form.
There were significant differences in the number of
teachers who graduated from teacher education programs
within Florida's colleges, as opposed to those who did
not.

There were significantly more mer i t teachers who were

certified in more than one field or subject (nearly 69%),
while there were significantly less merit teachers
(approximately 26%) who did actually teach in more than one
field or subject area.

The recency of college course

participation by merit teachers was significant.

The

largest percentage of respondents (28%) were enrolled in a
course during the year they were classified meritorious,
and over 66% had taken a college course within the previous
three years.

Other significant areas were that:

64% of

99
merit teachers

~~~gnged

to their professional teachers'

organizations, only 18% were members of meritorious schools
in the state of Florida program, 63% of merit teachers had
no teaching experience from outside the state of Florida
while 93% had five years or less of outsi4e experience, 58%
of elementary merit teachers had been teaching the same
grade level between two and six years, · 80% of merit
secondary teachers had been teaching the same subject
between four and 10 years, and finally . the astrological
sign being represented the most by merit teachers was Virgo
(10%) and with nearly 50% of merit teachers were
represented by a cluster of five consecutive astrological
signs (Leo, Virgo, Libra, Scorpio, and Sagittarius)..

These

items of information were reflected in the background
questionnaire.
Ten specific items of information were collected on the
Frame Factor Data form.

Seven of . these revealed

significant differences in observable outcomes from
expected equal distribution outcomes.

Basically, three

different teaching presentation methods were examined :
lecture;

(1)

(2) discussion, recitation, interaction; and ( 3 )

independent study or work.

Also, teachers could use a

combination of each of these three styles.

The largest

percentage of merit teachers (36%) employed a combination
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of all three, followed
by combining methods 1 and 2 (21% of
--- the time) and combining methods 2 and 3 (19% of the time).
Notably, the second method (discussion, recitation,
interaction), which was only one of seven choices, played a
part in nearly 94% of all merit teacher observations.

The

eleventh grade was the level taught by the largest group of
merit teachers (11%}, followed next by third grade with 9%
of merit teachers teaching this grade level.

The grade

level grouping results for merit teachers are:

40% taught

grades 1 through 5, when the sixth grade is added to the
elementary group, the result is 47% of merit teachers
teaching these grades; 19% of merit teachers taught middle
school grades (6 through 8} and 20% taught junior high
school levels (7 through 9); and finally, 29% of merit
teachers taught grades 9 through 12 (This figure is reduced
to 21% if only grades 10 through 12 are categorized as high
school}.

The other 12% of merit teachers taught either

kindergarten or postsecondary students.
The number of students in merit teachers

1

classrooms is

an important matter to many professionals observing the
results of the Merit Teacher Program.

The largest

percentage of merit teachers (11%) had only one student in
their class.

Grouping the results of the number of

students in the class by fives, the findings show:

19% of
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merit teachers had five students or less, 31% of merit
teachers had 10 students or less, 40% had 15 students or
less, 54% had 20 students or less, 77% had 25 students or
less, and 95% of merit teachers had 30 students or less in
their classrooms.
Merit teachers in this study had from 3 to 42 years of
teaching experience.

The greatest percentage of merit

teachers had 10 and 11 years of experience (8 % each}.
was followed by 12, 13, and 14 years
each).

o~

This

experience (7%

Approximately one-fourth of merit teachers (27% )

had between three and nine years of experience, nearly onefourth (23%) had between 10 and 12 years, . about one-fourth
(24%) had between 13 and 16 years, and one-fourth of merit
teachers had between 17 and 25 years of teaching
experience.

The majority of merit teachers (55%) had

between 8 and 15 years of experience.

These years are

represented by 6% to 8% of merit teachers, which are the
highest percentage years.
Information was reported on the number of students in
the observed classes who were in the upper and lower
academic quartiles.

While 27% of merit teachers had no

students in their classrooms in the upper academic
quartile, 25% also reported no students in the lower
academic quartile.

The observers reported that 55% of
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merit teachers

~~~- five

or less upper quartile students,

and 64% had five or less lower academic quartile students.
Ten or less students in the upper quartile were reported in
77% of merit teachers' classes, while 89% of merit teachers
were reported to have 10 or less lower academic quartile
students.
Another category observed in the classes was the number
of students in the lower socioeconomic status quartile.
Observers reported that:

19% of merit teachers had no

students in their classes in the lower socioeconomic
status, 61% had five or less students, and 84% of merit
teachers had 10 or less students in the lower socioeconomic
status quartile.
The final category of student groupings was the
reported number of students with a learning disability.
The problem with this area is that observers may have
interpreted this question differently.

Some may have just

reported students who are specifically classified as
learning disabled (LD), or they may have included several
categories of exceptional students:

emotionally

handicapped (EH), specific learning disability ( SLD ),
educably

me~tally

handicapped (EMH), hearing, and speech ,

etc.) as having a learning disability.

Merit teachers were

reported to have no students in their classes with a
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learning

dis~bility

54% of the time.

The observers

reported also that 92% of merit teachers had five students
or less with a learning disability.
Six null hypotheses were .tested in this research.

The

first hypothesis was that there would be no significant
difference in the number of merit teachers _who graduated
from an approved teacher education program within a Florida
college or university, as opposed to those who did not.

It

is important to know, of course, whether our state's
universities are indeed preparing their teacher graduates
for exemplary service.

While only 47% of merit teachers

obtained their undergraduate degrees from approved teacher
education programs within the state and 57% received their
postbaccalaureate degrees from approved teacher education
programs within the state, nearly 71% of merit teachers
received one of their degrees from such a program within
the state of Florida.
rejection of the null

These findings resulted in a
hypoth~sis

at the 0.05 level of

significance.
The next hypothesis was that there is no significant
di f.ference in the nu.mber of merit teachers based upon
memberships in professional educators' associations, as
opposed to non-memberships in associations.
th~t

Is it possible

teachers who are more professional, or at least
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perceive

themsefy~§

organizations?

to be, do belong to professiona l

Also, is it possible that membe r s h i p in

these associations might help teachers become better
educators?

Of the respondents who answered the

q11estionnaire, 64% indicated that they were members of
their teachers' associations.

This hypothesis was re j e cte

at the 0.05 level of significance.
The third hypothes is was that there is no s ignifican
difference in the number of merit teachers who a r e
certified in more than one area or field when compar e d to
those who are certified in a single area.

The theo ry i s

that being cross-trained or certified in mo r e t ha n one area
or field makes the teacher more diversified and ma ybe a
better teacher.

Si x ty-nine percent of merit teachers

reported that they were certified in more than one field o
area.

This statistic is a significantly differ ent res lt

than an expected even split, at the 0.05 level o f
significance.
The next hypothesis was that there would be no
significant difference in the number of merit t eachers
taught in more than one area or grade level compared to
those who taught in just one area or grade leve l.

Sam

people feel that teaching a variety of subjects during
day might keep the teacher more refreshed.

Teac h ing th
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same subject

pe~_ ~_ <?<!

after period may lead to the doldrums.

Others feel that the fewer preparations a teacher has the
more effective he/she may be.

Only 26% of merit teachers

reported that they taught in more than one field or area
during the year.

This is significantly different, than an

expected even distribution, at the 0.05 level of
significance.
The fifth hypothesis was that there is no significant
difference in the number of merit teachers based on whether
or not they were recommended, by their principal, for
"bon11s points" as prescribed by the merit program.

Only

51% of merit teachers reported that they received bonus

points.

This hypothesis was retained.

One of the problems

might be, however, that merit teachers did not have to be
told that they were being recommended for "bonus points."
Many merit teachers may have received these points and not
have known.
The last hypothesis was that there is no significant
difference in the number of merit teachers based upon the
method of classroom presentation.

There were only three

defined methods, and the other fonr choices were
combinations of those three defined methods.

While 36%

used a combination of all three, at least 94% of merit
teachers all used some form of the discussion/recitation/

interaction method.

This hypothesis was rej ected at th

0.01 level of significance.
Conclusions
The merit pay issue is still quite a controversial
one.

The philosophies of such a program wi ll continue to

cause considerable debate.

This research did not serve to

support or defeat the cause, but rather to research the
characteristics and attributes of the teachers, as well as
the classroom conditions of those who were d e t e rmined by
the Florida program as being meritorious .

This study

concludes that there exists some si gnificant

relationsh~ps

in merit teachers' professional and edu ca tiona.l background
with success in the Master Teacher f rogram.
While only 47% of merit teachers obtaine d under,g raduate _
degrees from Florida teacher educati o n p r ograms and 5<7% of
merit teachers obtained postbaccalaureate d e grees fro
Florida teacher education programs, near ly 71% of

,er

t e achers obtained one or the other f rom F l o rida teac er
edu cation ptograms.

There is a conclus ive rela ·o s

between the Master Teacher Pr ogram and the professiona
training being done within sta t e u ni v ers ity teacher
education programs.
Of those teachers who were successfu l in the merit
teac her program, nearly 69% were cer tified in more th.a n

e
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field or subject _area.

Whether it be the additional

educational requirements, obtaining a wider range of
professional training, or simply the additional college
courses which must be satisfactorily completed, it is
evident that teachers who did obtain this extra
certification, through training, were more successful in
the merit teacher program than those who did not.
The number of years it had been since the merit teacher
had taken a college-level course, which directly related to
his/her professional teacher training, was also a
significant element.

Over one-fo11rth (28%) of merit

teachers were currently taking a college course the year
they were selected.

This was the single highest percentage

of any of the 10. years
recency of credit.

I

given by merit teachers

I

for

Two-thirds (66%) had taken a college

course within the previous three years, and 81% had taken
such a course within the previous five-year period.
While 69% of merit teachers were certified in more than
one field or area, as

p~eviously

stated, only 26% of merit

teachers did indeed teach in more than one field or subject
area.

This depicts a significant difference in the

n1~mber

of merit teachers who did teach in more than one area as
opposed to those who did not.
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There is a

s~~~ificant

difference in the number of

merit teachers who were members of local professional
teachers' associations (64%) as opposed to the number of
merit teachers who were not association members.
Approximately 40% of the merit teachers had been
teaching at their current schools or facilities for four
years or less, and over 80% had been teaching at the same
facilities for less than 10 years.

Longevity at a school

would not appear to be any kind of indicator for being an
attribute to merit teaching.

Similar to this longevity

statistic, over 76% of elementary level merit teachers had
been teaching the same grade for less than 10 years.
Secondary teacher statistics are somewhat different.
Only 22% of merit .teachers, at the secondary level, had
been teaching the same subject area for less than five
years, and 49% had been teaching the same subject for 10
years or less.

Conversely, this means that over 50% of

secondary merit teachers had been teaching the same subject
area for over 10 years.
There is a significant difference in the distribution
of merit teachers according to astrological sign, as
opposed to an expected equal distribution.

The largest,

single-most occurring astrological sign is Virgo (August 23September 22).

There were four other astrological signs ·
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which had an abgve=expectation occurrence frequency:

Leo,

Libra, Scorpio · and Sagittarius.
There is a definite difference in the method of
classroom presentation used by merit teachers.

Nearly 36%

of merit teachers used a combination of all three types of
presentation methods:

(1) lecture, (2} discussion/

recitation/interaction, and (3) independent st11dy or work.
The next largest group of merit teachers (22%) used a
combination of methods 1 and 2 above.

· An additional 19%

..

used a combination of methods 2 and 3 above, and 18% used
method 2 solely.

Over 94% of all merit teachers used at

least the "discussion/recitation/interaction" method as a
presentation method.
The grade level that most often (11%) was represented
by merit teachers was eleventh, followed by first, second,
fifth and ninth grades all with B% each of the merit
teachers.

Nearly half {47%) of merit teachers taught

elementary school, and less than 20% taught middle school
or junior high school grades.

Tenth grade had the lowest

representation of merit teachers - with 5% of them teaching
this level.
Class size looks to be a significant factor in the
final merit teacher results.

Nearly one-third (31%) of

merit teachers had 10 students or less in their classes,
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and nearly three-fourths (77%) of merit teachers had 25
students or less in their classes.
When considering teachers' total number of years of
experience, several significant facts are present in the
data.

Approximately one-fourth (27%) of merit teachers had

seven years or less of teaching experience.

Over one-half

(55%) of merit teachers had less than 10 years of
experience, and almost three-fourths (74%) of merit
teachers had 15 years or less of teaching experience.
The student population information seems to support
that the number of students in the lower academic quartile
in the observed classes, which was 25%, and the number of
students in the lower socioeconomic quartile in the
-·

observed classes, which was 30%, are quite in line with
quartile (25%) expectations.

However, there was a definite

and significant over-representation of upper-quartile
academic students in the observed classes, with 40% of
students falling in this category.
The fact that some merit teacher applicants were
eligible to receive "bonus points" from their supervisors
was quite a controversial issue.

Only 51% of respondents

in this study indicated that they were aware of being
recommended for these "bonus points."

It would appear that

it did not, therefore, play a significant role in this
program.
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Discussion
A consistent fact that is represented in several areas
of this research is the very evident role of teacher
ed~cation

programs with merit teachers.

Three specific

areas in this study depict an ever-present fact that the
Florida University System makes a significant difference
when it comes to merit teachers.

First, is the fact that

71% of merit teachers received either their undergraduate
or postbaccalaureate degrees from
programs in Florida.

teac~er

education

Second, is the fact that 69% of merit

teachers continue their college training to become
certified in more than one field or subject area.

And

finally, the fact that over one-fourth (28%) of merit
~

teachers were enrolled in college level courses during
their selection year, directly relating to their
professional teacher training and 81% of merit teachers had
done so within the previous five years.
Important statistics were also presented by merit
teachers in regard to their teaching experiences.

Only 39%

of merit teachers had any teaching experience outside the
state of Florida, and less than 9% had more than six years
or more of experience outside of the state.

These data

indicate that students within the state have enjoyed the
largest percentage of these merit teachers' services.
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An additional major finding of this research is the
most effective teacher presentation method.

The fact that

over 94% of merit teachers used some form of the
"discussl.on/recitation/interaction" method should serve as
a lesson for other teachers as to how to model their
teaching styles.
Subject area and grade level longevity of merit
teachers gave somewhat conflicting results.
elementary merit teachers had been

tea~hing

Over 76% of
the same grade

for less than 10 years, while over 50% of secondary merit
teachers had been teaching the same subject area for over
10 years.

It would seem that possibly elementary teachers

change grade levels rather frequently, · and at the same time
,•

though secondary teachers may be certified in more than one
subject area, most do not change subject areas very often.
Another important area of interest in this research is
the make up of the student population within merit
teachers' classrooms.

Class size plays an obvio11s

significance for merit teachers.

Almost one-third {31%) of

merit teachers had less than 10 students in their class.
This proportion is quite alarming due to the fact that
there are very few classes of 10 students or less, under
normal circumstances.

Also, over three-fourths of merit

teachers had less than 25 students.

Again, this ratio is
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not the case in most of our schools' classes.

Finally,

there was an obvious over-representation, within merit
teachers' classes, of upper academic

~lartile

students.

Several theories come into focus; some people feel that the
best teachers get the best · academic classes, and some
people feel that you need good students for a good teacher
to "shine."

The shame of this relationship is that the

average and below-average academic students, who probably
need merit type teachers most do not get their share of
merit teachers' services.
Nearly

thre~-fourths

(74%) of merit teachers have 15

years or less of teaching experience.

Significantly, a

large number of teachers are at merit-type effectiveness
..

during the first half of their careers.

This situation

presents somewhat of a dilemma for two obvious reasons.
First, there are many more than 26% of teachers with more
than 15 years experience, yet this is the percentage
represented by merit teachers in that category.

And

second, teachers should increase their effectiveness with
experience and continue to do so throughout their careers.
Finally, while only 51% of merit teachers indicated
that they received "bonus points" recommendations from
their s11pervisors, many might not have actually known for
sure.

This indicates that there may have been an under-

reporting of this fact on the part of the respondents.

1.14

Recommendations
There is an abundance of information that is available
about that first group of merit teachers (1985).

The

second year of the Florida program in 1986, ·added more
teachers to the

merit~status

information could be gathered

category, from which
~bout

their educational and

professional backgrounds to help support or redirect
current statistics which have been gathered about the merit
teachers.
In addition, a more

ext~nsive

study needs to be

conducted about the "bonus points 11 issue to satisfactorily
determine just what extent they did play in teachers
obtaining merit status.

This concept was such a

controversial issue, that conclusive evidence needs to be
obtained to ensure that it does not significantly affect
the outcome of teachers' probabilities of being selected.
Another recommendation would be a further,

in-depth

study to determine if any particular teaching presentation
method is more effective at some grade levels than others.
Cross tabulations with log linear analysis of the
information contained on the Frame Factor Data form could
prove to be quite meaningful not only to potential merit
teachers, but also to university teacher education
programs.
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Replication of this study in other states might provide
similar results.

If that is the case and results are

consistent with this study, teacher education programs may
wish to pursue strategies that would support and enhance
particular educational background experiences.

For indeed,

this study established a common theme in several areas
(graduating from an approved teacher education program,
multiple-certification through continued education, and
recency of enrollment in college-level courses), and that
is the role played by our university system in the merit

teachers' professional backgrounds and preparations.

,.:
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- APPENDIX A
COPY OF LETTER SENT TO DR. GARFIELD WILSON
DIRECTOR OF TEACHER EDUCATION,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Roger Dearing
4160 Citrus Street
Kissimmee, Florida 32741

11 8

November 21, 1985

Dr. Garfield Wilson
Director, Office of Teacher Education
Collins Building - G-18
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Dr. Wilson:
I've been in contact with Dr. Betty Fry's office in regard s t o obta inj
information about the Florida Merit Teachers, for my Doctoral Diss e rta tion.

I need the names and mailing address of all the teachers who ha ve beeD
classified .as meritorious, along with the school districts in wh ich t e y
teach. Also, I need the information from each teacher ' s ob serva tion form,
specifically the frame factors. This information has to be by t eache r. ot
just total results; because I am mailing out a questionnaire and will run s
cross-tab statistical data along with the frame-factor informat ion .
I will be willing to pay for any computer time and postage to obta i
information from your office. I also assure you that all of t his informati
will . remain strictly confidential and will be used for dissertati on p rpose

only.
I am enclosing a copy of my Dissertation Proposal , for your ins pection
I will call early next week (November 25th or 26th) to obtain t he s t a t s of

this

reque~t.

Thank you now, for your help and consideration iu t h is reques t .
Sincerely,

Roger Dearing
Deputy Superin te ndent for Instr c t
Osceola Distric t Sc hool s

Dr. Arthur Olson
Doctoral Committee Chairman
University of Central Florida
Enc. - I
RD/sb

·o,

APPENDIX B
COPY OF FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT TO DR. GARFIELD WILSON
DIRECTOR OF TEACHER EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
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January 10, 1986
Dr. Garfield Wilson
Director, Office of Teacher Education
Collins Building G-18
Tallahassee, FL
32301
Dr. Wilson:
This is a follow-up letter to our phone conversation in regard to
obtaining information from the Department of Education for my
doctoral dissertation. My dissertation deals with the Florida Merit
Teacher program, information from the recipients frame-factors, arid .a
questionnaire to mail out to Florida's 1985·Merit Teachers.
My questionnaire (see attachment) deals with behavioral data regarding
the merit teacher recipients. I have discussed it with both you and
Dr. Betty Fry, and have made the revisions and additons that you h~ve
requested. In combination with the behavioral data, I also need to
collect information from each teacher's frame-factors on their
observation sheets (i.e. grade level, upper and lower 25% academically,
etc.). I do not need any information regarding their specific
observation data •.
This is specifically what I need from the Department of Education:
1)

Mr. Terry Condo in yQur data center needs to send Mr. Jeff
Kromery in Tampa (University of South Florida data center)
the names and social security numbers of the Florida merit
teacher recipients. Mr. Kromery in turn can run a format of
the computer tape to "lift" the frame-factor information, by
teacher.

2)

I need Mr. Terry Condo to "run" three (3) sets of address labels
for the Florida merit teacher recipients :so .I.can mail eaCh one
a questionnaire. The two additional labels are for "follow-up"
questionnaires if no response is received. All labels not used
will be destroyed.

3)

Any information that your department has published in regard
to the merit teacher results that may be helpful or informative
to my study.

I certify that the names and addresses of the merit teachers will not be
involved or divulged in any way. I also certify that I will pay the cost
of obtaining the.information requested. I do ask, however, that if in your
opinion any·request is cost prohibitive you contact me.
After receiving the questionnaires back from the merit teachers, their
responses will be combined statistically with their frame-factor data in
tabulating results.
The only involvement of personnel from the Department of Education will be
those in Mr. Condo's office gathering address labels and merit teacher names
and social security numbers.
continued

1 21

page 2

My time line for information from your data center to Tampa is

hopefully the first · week .of February. During that time I will be
field testing and printin~ - my mail-out questionnaire.
Please · respond to me, as quickly as possible, on this request.
wan~ to thank you in advance for your advise and assis.t ance.
Sincerely,
Roger Dearing
Deputy Superintendent for Instruction
Osceola County Schools

Dr. Arthur Olson
Doctoral Committee Chairman
University of Central Florida

Enc: (2)
RD/sd

I

APPENDIX C
COPY OF MEMORANDUM SENT TO MR. TERRY CONDO
D.O.E. DATA PROCESSING CENTER FROM
MR. GARFIELD WILSON

OffiCf t\ft\ORftnDUM
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

-----

~pi tot

Knott

Afflrmltlw ectloft/equel oppcwtVfthy ~oyftOOM

H me ef luUdl

Ref•r Ou

"o

To:

Terry Condo

From:

Sar:f)'el'd "Wilson

Subject:

Information/date for approved doctoral study on Master Teache r Progr•

Date: 1/15/86
Ole/$

Roger Dearing has made the following requests from the Department ·n
relation to completing a study of MTP award recipients c

.

1.

A list of the names and social security numbers of al recit
of MTP award in 1984"'85. This sllould be sent to t he TEAC t<
used by Jeff Kromrey tn pulling off frame factor dat a for
Roger, and should be as inclusive as possible at :t hi s da ~.

2.

Three sets of address lebels for recip i ents of 1984 85 MTP
award.

I have approved tl\e proposed study and Mr, Oearn i ng has previo, sly
contacted you concern tng his needs. He has agreed to pay co,s ts for
computer ttme and printing of la~els.
Since . Mr. Dearing needs .the;frame factor data ~Y the f trs t week in
February, please send the 1 tst of recipients of awards t o Jeff
Kromrey · (TEAC} as soon as posstble. He cannot mai l hts question airE
to parttcipa~ts untt1 we ~rovide address l abe l s~ so thi s fs also a
tast that needs immediate attentian.
Thank you for your assistance.

Cal ·l me if you have furth e r ques ·o s

Address for Roger Dearing

4160 Ci·trus St r eet
Ki"ss i"mmee, Fl ori da 327 41

i·s:

APPENDIX D
LETTER TO TEACHERS WHO FIELD TESTED THE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Dear Teacher:
I am currently working en my Doctoral Degree at the University of Central
Florida. I am working on Florida's Associate.~ster Teacher Program. and
vill be sending a twelve-question survey to every associate master teacher
designee in the state. Before ...I can do that. I need help from you to "field
test" my questionnaire.
·
Would you please take time to respond to this survey? All you.need to do is
place a check mark in the appropriate blank. You must first·assume that you
are one of the merit teachers selected last year. Questions S and 7 wi11 be
difficult to answer, unless you do some "role-playing".
The main thing I'm looking for from you is the "clarity" of my questions. Do
any of them seem confusing or unclear? Which ·ones? Could you suggest a way
to make them more understandable? Please list your recommendations below,
and thank you for your participation.
S.incerely, . . ,
Roger Dearing
Deputy Superintendent for . Instruction
RD/sd
enc:

(1)

Please list any suggestions here:

APPENDIX E
FIELD TEST QUESTIONNAIRE PARTICIPANTS
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Field Test Questionnaire Participants
Elementary Teacher Participants
Boggy

Cree~

Elementary School Faculty - 36 teachers

Middle School Teacher Participants
Denn John Middle School Faculty - 47 teachers
High School Teacher Participants
St. Cloud High School Faculty - 65 teachers

APPENDIX F
COPY OF COVER LETTER SENT TO MERIT TEACHERS
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UNIVERSITY OF CENTRAL FLORIDA
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

ORLANDO. FLORIDA 32816

Dear Merit Teacher:

Sincerely,

Roger Dearing
Doctoral Student
University of Central Florida

RD/AO/sb

Dr. Arthur Olson
Chairman, Doctoral Committee
University of Central Florida

APPENDIX G
COPY OF MASTER TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
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I.

DID YOU GIIIAD~TC I'RON A COl.LI:C:C Oft UtCIYOaiTY ~ T'I'AQt£lt I:DUCATIOH ~
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I.

to
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COPY OF FRAME FACTOR DATA FORM
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INSTRUCTION FORMAT/FRAME FACTORS
Teacher's Name
(Print)
(last)
Teacher's ss #
Observer's Name
(Print)
(last)

(first)
DOE
(first)

(middle)
#

(middle)

Length of Observation in Minutes
1.

Circle the method(s) used in the observed lesson:
1.
Lecture
2. Discussion, Recitation, Interaction
3.
Independent study or work
4.
Combination of 1 and 2 (lecture, discussion, etc.)
5. Combination of 1 and 3
6.
Combination of 2 and 3
7.
Combination of all

2.

Circle the Subject Area Observed
1. Language Arts or Social Sciences
2. Math or Science
3. Physical Education or ROTC
4. Business Educatio~, Industrial, DCT, etc.
5. Home Economics, art
6. Special Education
7. Other {specify)

3.

Ci~cle

the type of classroom in which the observation
occurred.
1. Self-contained (class having one teacher, including
labs and resource rooms)
2. Field or court
3. Media room or library
4. Open classroom or POD
5. Other (specify)

4-10.

Complete the information required in the following
items
Grade level
4.
Total number of students in class
5.
Number of students in upper 25%
6.
academicalJy
Number of students in lower 25%
7.
academically
Number of students of lower 25%
8.
socioeconomic status
Number of students having a
9.
learning disability
Teacher's number of complete
10.
years teaching experience

APPENDIX I
COPY OF SUMMATIVE OBSERVATION FORM

SUMMATIVE OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT

-·

DOMAIN

Freq

.

Freq

I. Begins instruction promptly

Delays

2. Handles materials in an orderly manner

D~s not organize or handle materials systematically

3. Orients students to classwork/maintains academic focus

Allows talk/activity unrelated to subject

t[)

M

z
0

-~

~~
<~

~~
a:o

oOs;j
•..J

"'<>

zw

4. Conducts beginning /ending review
5. Qurstions:
academic
comprehension/
lesson de\•clopmcnt

single factual (Dom. 5.0)

Poses multiple questions asked as one, unison response

requires analysis/reasons

Poses non-academic qm·st ions/non-acadl·m ic prun-d ura I q ucslion s

OQ
-Q

6. Rccognizrs response/amplifies/gives corrrctive feedback

Ignores student or response/t'xprcsscs sarc·alltn, disKust . harshness

(jz
~<

7. Gives specific academic praise

Uses general, non-specific praise

e.:
~

-

8. Provides for practice

Extends discourse, changes topic with no practi ce

9. Gives direcuons/asstgns/checks comprehe-nsion of
homt'work, seatwork assignment/gi\'t's feedback

Gi\'cs inadequate dircctions/ni>homework/no ft·t·dhack

10. Circulates and assists students

Remains at desk/circulates inadequately

II. Trnts concept - definition/attril>utt's/examples/non-examples

Gives definition or example-s only

~ww

12. Discusses cause-effect/uses linking words/applies law or principle

Discusses either cause or dTcct only lust's no linking word(s)

W(I):E

13. States and applies academic rule

Docs not state or docs not apply acadl·mic rult'

~

14. Develops criteria and e\'idence for value judgment

States value judgment with no critt'ria or n ·idl'ncc

i

IS. Emphasizes important points

-:z<

16. E xprrsses enthusiasm \'t'rbally/challengcs students

z

:z

0~

-u~

~~~
..,z~<
:J~
e~~:O

OQ..J

~<=

c~.J~

.,;z<>
~=z
~~0

::!>:Z
0

u

1

17.

·G

~~~Q

.. ~~:z
00
u

Uses vague/scrambled discourse

18.
19.

..,:Q~

\

Uses loud-grating, high pitt'hed, monotone·, inaudihk talk
Us~s

body behavior that shows intt'rrst -smiles, gestures

Frowns, dcadp;111 or lethargic

20. Stops misconduct

Drlays desist/dnt'Sn't stop misccmduc:t/dt·sists punitin·ly

21. Maintains instructional momentum

Loses momentum - fragments
-~~---

L__

non ~ acadcmic
----

din·ctinns. ovcrdwells
-----

-

--
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